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PREFACE 


Philology as a name of a discipline has gone out of fashion. Its two principal components, 
studies of language and texts, have become fully emancipated and have gone their indepen- 
dent ways as elements of linguistics and literary studies. There are good reasons for this sep- 
aration. Traditional philology, whose sole concern was with the classical world, could not en- 
compass the newly sanctioned fields of scholarly inquiry, the living languages, the modern 
literatures and folklore, which were brought out from obscurity by the Enlightenment. Yet, 
with an appropriately altered definition, philology remains a convenient cover term for the 
study of the earliest linguistic manifestations of any national culture. This is how it has been 
used with reference to Slavic antiquities, and this is how it will be used in the present book. 

Slavic philology has generated an immense body of scholarly literature, most of it writ- 
ten in languages other than English and much of it couched in arcane, specialized terminol- 
ogy. My aim here is to mediate between that literature and the beginning student of the ear- 
liest period of Slavic culture. If my hopes for the book are fulfilled, it will serve not only as 
an introduction to a discipline notoriously wanting in handbooks, but also as a guide to fur- 
ther reading, an invitation to a deeper and broader study of subjects barely touched upon here. 

To present such a broad discipline in one volume is an ambitious, even foolhardy, un- 
dertaking. Any attempt to distill so vast a corpus of knowledge confronts the author with a 
myriad of selection quandaries, a constant obligation to choose between the compass of the 
book and its size. Realizing that many of my choices may appear arbitrary, I hope nonethe- 
less that among the book’s faults the sins of omission are graver than the sins of commission. 
Some of the latter may be attributable to the introductory nature of the book, which mandates 
a preference for conservative solutions, for keeping close to the mainstream of the discipline, 
and for shunning the cross-currents of scholarly controversy. 

My awareness of these difficulties may have delayed, but has not diminished, my resolve 
to place before the student an overview of a subject which for years has been the stuff of my 
research and teaching. It is, in fact, my classroom experience which has convinced me that 





Tstencds elise Wisi citad ba cinders the potential rewards of writing a book of this kind outweigh the inevitable risks entailed by 
t Byzantine monasteries such a project. High on the list of such perils are false expectations of readers, and it may 
therefore be appropriate to say a few words about what this book does and what it does not 

purport to be. 


Chapter | is a historical sketch of Slavic settlement in Europe and the integration of the 
Slavs into medieval European cultural commonwealth. It is not meant, however, to be a his- 
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tory of early Slavdom. Its emphases are not on an orderly, narrative account but rather on the 
presentation of samples of primary sources in order to show the student where the historian 
of the early Slavs gets the pieces of the puzzle which he then tries to fit into a larger picture. 
To view the full canvas of early Slavic history the student will have to consult such works as 
Cross 1948, Dvomik 1956 or Obolensky 1971. 

Chapter 2 is an account of the development of Slavic from its Indo-European beginnings 
to the breakup of Slavic linguistic unity. It does not, however, pretend to be a full-scale his- 
torical grammar. Nonetheless, the essential facts of Slavic linguistic history are presented and 
an emphasis is placed on the interdependence of the processes of linguistic change. To deepen 
their understanding of the problems of Proto-Slavic, students must turn to such fundamental 
works as Meillet 1934, Vaillant 1950-1977, or Shevelov 1965. 

Chapter 3 contains an outline of the beginnings of Slavic writing. It includes sections on 
Slavic paleography and on the formation of (Old) Church Slavonic and its role as the first 
Slavic literary language and the only Slavic supranational medium. The chapter ends with a 
classification of the oldest Slavic texts. The chief concerns of that section, however, are philo- 
logical rather than literary. The texts are there for their value as monuments of early Slavic 
writing and not for their aesthetic qualities. For the latter, the student is advised to turn to the 
works concermed with national literary histories. 

It is my pleasant duty to acknowledge here the help and encouragement I received in the 
course of my work from friends, colleagues, and students. My greatest debt of gratitude goes 
to Michael S. Flier of Harvard University, who read the typescript of a draft of the book for 
Yale University Press and sent in detailed corrections and suggestions. He also prodded me 
to take up several matters which were not included in my original draft and have now found 
their way into the appendices. 

The chapter on language incorporates many of the formulations used in my article titled 
“Proto-Slavonic,” which appeared in 1993 in The Slavonic Languages (London: Routledge). 
To Bernard Comrie of the University of Southem California and Greville G. Corbett of the 
University of Surrey, the editors of the volume, goes my deep gratitude for the skill and care 
with which they oversaw the publication of my text. This is particularly so in the case of Pro- 
fessor Comrie, who offered detailed comments on the phonological part of my contribution. 
“Proto-Slavonic” benefited also from the attentive reading of Jay Jasanoff of Comell Uni- 
versity, who drew on his mastery of Indo-European to keep me from stumbling clumsily 
through that domain. Equally precious to me were the comments of Kazimierz Polafiski of 
the Jagiellonian University, who commented on the drafts of “Proto-Slavonic” and the lan- 
guage chapter with his characteristic erudition, reliability, generosity, and common sense. 
Borjana Veléeva of the University of Sofia discussed with me some of my linguistic formu- 
lations. 

Several distinguished medievalists were good enough to offer me the benefit of their crit- 
icisms on the chapter on early writing. I am especially grateful to Riccardo Picchio, currently 
of the University of Naples, for reading the first draft of the chapter and for his valuable com- 
ments and suggestions for improvement. Aleksander Naumow of the Jagiellonian University 
shared with me his profound knowledge of Slavic medieval texts and Orthodox theology, of- 
fering critique and advice. Aksinia DZurova of the University of Sofia was a gracious host 
during my 1991 visit to the Ivan Dujtev Research Centre for Slavo-Byzantine Studies in 
Sofia, allowing me the free run of its rich library holdings and opportunities for direct con- 
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tact with Bulgarian medievalists. Of these, the most helpful for me was the meeting with Ste- 
fan KoZuxarov of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, who read and commented upon the 
section dealing with the classification of early Slavic texts. I am also much obliged to Pred- 
rag Matejic for his interest in my undertaking and for putting at my disposal the holdings of 
the Hilandar Research Library of Ohio State University, which he directs with great skill and 
devotion. 

My readiness to accept the challenge of writing a book of this nature is due in large mea- 
sure to the stimulating philological and linguistic environment created by my departmental 
colleagues at Yale, first and foremost Riccardo Picchio and Edward Stankiewicz. The three 
of us collaborated on the Yale University Project on the Formation of Slavic National Lan- 
guages and in many formal and informal settings talked over the very topics with which this 
book is concerned. Of my other colleagues at Yale whose generosity I should like to ac- 
knowledge, Robert G. Babcock of the Beinecke Library clarified for me the architectonics of 
the medieval codex and facilitated the photographing of the Beinecke Glagolitic Fragment, 
Victor Bers guided me through the intricacies of John Chrysostom’s Greek syntax, Harvey 
Goldblatt helped me formulate some of the notions of textual criticism, and Peter Patrikis of 
the Consortium for Language Teaching and Learning provided me with an outsider’s view 
as he commented on the clarity of the earliest draft of my project. I appreciate also Konstan- 
tin D. Hramov’s readiness to offer me the benefit of his vast experience in matters pertaining 
to the Russian Orthodox church. Elizabeth Papazian amplified and corrected the bibliogra- 
phy, Nike Agman made apt editorial suggestions for the historical and phonological parts of 
the book, and Christopher Lemelin compiled the index. It was my good fortune that Richard 
Miller, the editor of my manuscript, is a Slavist at heart and by training. His knowledge of 
matters taken up in this book made the care and skill he lavished upon it all the more valu- 
able and effective. 

I thank Aksinia Dzurova and Predrag Matejic for the transparencies they sent me, some 
of which are reproduced here by gracious permission of several research institutions: in Croa- 
tia the Academy of Arts and Sciences in Zagreb (Baska stone, Hum graffito); in Germany the 
Bavarian State Library in Munich (Freising Fragments); in Russia the Institute of the Rus- 
sian Language of the Academy of Sciences in Moscow (Birchbark gramota #109), the Cen- 
tral State Archive of Ancient Documents in Moscow (Sava's Book), the National Library in 
St. Petersburg (Codex Zographensis, Codex Suprasliensis, Ostromir’s evangeliary); in 
Ukraine the Research Library of the Academy of Sciences in Kiev (Kiev missal); in the United 
States the Beinecke Library at Yale University in New Haven (Beinecke Glagolitic F rag- 
ment), in the Vatican the Apostolic Library (Codex Assemanianus). The many fading repro- 
ductions of texts found in older publications received a new lease on life under the skillful 
hands of Sean Kernan of Stony Creek, Conn. 

The research for the book was facilitated by an REx travel grant to Bulgaria and a U.S. 
Department of Education Title VI travel grant to Poland as well as by research assistance 
from the A. Whitney Griswold Faculty Research Fund at Yale. 

The book is dedicated to my wife as an infinitesimally small token of gratitude for her 
wisdom, forbearance, good cheer, and inner strength which helped me persevere in this un- 
dertaking. 

The accomplishments of the many generations of scholars on whose labor and learning 


xvii - PREFACE 


I have leaned so heavily call to mind the parable with which John the Exarch acknowledged 
the literary debts of his Hexaemeron: 


If someone . . . wished to build an edifice . . . but lacked the means to do so, he would go 
to rich men and ask them for {help], one man for marble, another for bricks. And he would 
raise the walls and cover the floor with the marble that the rich men gave him. But if he wished 
to make the roof and had no roofing worthy of the walls and of the marble floor, he would 
plait twigs and put straw on top of them, and he would cross branches and thus make the door. 


It is my hope that the twigs and branches which I have added to the marble and bricks brought 
in by those who were there before me will make the edifice of Slavic philology more acces- 
sible and more hospitable for those who wish to enter. 


— Met EE We AES LT Ca ny TOL ne eR 


NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION 
AND ABBREVIATIONS 


Y 
, 


The transliteration is that used in the Slavic and East European Journal, except that (a) in the 
section providing samples of early Slavic writing (4.4) Glagolitic 89? /88/8 and Cyril- 
lic %1/%1/b0 are transliterated (or retained) as digraphs (3.4.d) and the Cyrillic digraph oy is 
transliterated as ou; elsewhere these spellings are rendered as y and u respectively; (b) Slavic 
names are cited in their modern spelling, reflecting regional differences; e.g. Proto-Slavic 
sveto- appears in East Slavic names as Svjato- but in Moravian names as Svato-; (c) names 
of well-known persons are occasionally cited in their traditional spelling, e.g. Svyatoslav for 
Svjatoslav. 

Greek names and specialized terms are given in their Latin form, e.g. Methodius for 
Methodios, euchologium for euchologion. 

The alphabetical order of letters which do not occur in English is as follows (plus sign 
means ‘followed by’):c +& dtd +z3+RetetGitgyl+U t+] +Pyat a; 
oteartrtrtrysts ttt put ez+Z. 

Abbreviations include (a) names of languages: Ba. = Bavarian, Bg. = Bulgarian, Br. = 
Belarussian, BS]. = Balto-Slavic, ChS1. = Church Slavonic, Cr. = Croatian, Cz. = Czech, 
Eng. = English, EPS]. = Early Proto-Slavic, ESI. = East Slavic, Goth. = Gothic, Gk. = 
Greek, It. = Italian, LPS]. = Late Proto-Slavic, Lat. = Latin, Lith. = Lithuanian, LSo. = 
Lower Sorbian, M = middle, Mac. = Macedonian, Mod. = modern, N = Norse, O = old, 
OCS = Old Church Slav(on)ic, OHG = Old High German, P = Proto- (as in PGmc. = Proto- 
Germanic, PIE = Proto-Indo-European, PSI. = Proto-Slavic), Plb. = Polabian, Po. = Pol- 
ish, Ru. = Russian, S = Serbian, Skt. = Sanskrit, Sik. = Slovak, Sin. = Slovenian, Ukr. = 
Ukrainian, USo. = Upper Sorbian; (b) phonetic terms: B = back, C = consonant, F = front, 
N = nasal, R = liquid, V = vowel, # = word-initial; (c) grammatical terms: Acc. = ac- 
cusative, Dat. = dative, Du. = dual, F = feminine, Gen. = genitive, Impv. = imperative, In- 
str. = instrumental, Loc. = locative, M = masculine, N = rieuter, Nom. = nominative, Pl. 
= plural, Pple. = participle, Pr. = present, Rslt. = resultative, Sg. = singular, Voc. = voca- 
tive; (d) names of alphabets: Cyr. = Cyrillic, Glag. = Glagolitic; (e) names of Old Church 
Slavonic monuments as specified in 3.27. 





l. HISTORICAL SETTING 


1.1. In search of roots. Human collectives have always strived to discover their origins. 
Held fast by linguistic, tribal, or religious bonds, societies are wont to test the strength of their 
union by examining its age and provenience. In this quest for a genealogy the Slavs find them- 
selves in a less fortunate position than many other members of the Indo-European family of 
languages. Speakers of Greek and the Romance languages have the satisfaction of being heir 
to the glorious traditions of ancient Greece and Rome. The Celtic and Germanic peoples 
know much about their past from what was written about them by classical authors and from 
their own tales and legends. The Slavs, by contrast, did not enter the records of history until 
the sixth century A.D. Their early fates are veiled by the silence of their neighbors, the mute- 
ness of their own oral tradition, and the ambiguity of such nonverbal sources of information 
as archaeology, anthropology, or paleobotany. 

Yet, the darkness of prehistory has not inhibited the Slavs in their search for roots. Schol- 
ars have fanned the few flickers of evidence hoping to illumine the past and reveal some 
heretofore hidden contours and shapes. How useful a search of this kind may be is best il- 
lustrated by the ingenious investigations of the Polish botanist J6zef Rostafifiski. Having no- 
ticed that Slavic lacked a native term for beech (Fagus silvatica) and for several other plants, 
Rostafinski assumed that there was a correlation between the easterly extension of the beech 
and the western limit of prehistoric Slavic settlements and concluded that the original home- 
land of the Slavs was located in the basin of the upper and middle Dnieper.' 

Such insights, however, are few and far between. All too often the absence of concrete 
evidence and reliable source material gave scholars free rein to engage in fanciful specula- 
tion, unrestrained by considerations of fact and probability. As a result, theories have been 





Tribes (6th—9th cent.) Commercial Routes * : : . : . ‘ ; 
Stavie-speaking Finno-Ugric-speaking <eisiaiors Ra Cemesennns Seana sane We ovenens pomgns proposed in which the line between ascertainable reality and more or less imaginative con- 
SS Baltic-speaking M8 Turkic-speaking Dnieper route (Baltic Sea—Black Sea) : : 
Volga route (Batic Sea—Caspian Sea) jecture has been blurred or is altogether absent. 
seeeeeee *Amber" route (Adriatic Sea—Baltic Sea) z - 
<o--- West-East route (Prague—Cracow—Kiev) 1.2. The autochthonous theory. One such theory would have the prehistoric Slavs 


dwell continuously upon the shores of the Vistula and Oder rivers and the Baltic Sea, a ter- 
ritory roughly coextensive with that of today’s Poland, since the middle of the second mil- 
lennium B.c. Championed mainly by Polish scholars and dubbed, therefore, the autochtho- 
nous theory, it was summarized by the Czech historian of early Slavdom Father Francis 


1. In Trubaéev’s (1991) otherwise thorough discussion of the clugs used in the determination of the Slavic home- 
land, the significance of plant names is surprisingly understated. 


2 - HISTORICAL SETTING 


Dvomik: “The modern Polish school of archaeologists . . .came boldly forward with the the- 
ory that the primitive habitat of the Slavs should be located in the lands between the Elbe, 
Oder, Vistula and Bug rivers and that the so-called ‘Lusatian culture’ . .. was a product of 
the primitive Slavs” (Dvomik 1956:9).? 

Could, however, the rich finds of the so-called Lusatian culture, which thrived from about 
1300 to 400 B.c. in the basins of the Vistula, the Oder, and the upper Elbe, be shown to have 
been Slavic in origin? While harboring some doubts on that score, Dvomik finds the autoch- 
thonous hypothesis persuasive: “Most of the prehistoric maps show a vacuum in the lands 
where the Lusatian culture flourished. On several grounds it would seem reasonable to fill 
this vacuum with the Slavs” (Dvornik 1956:10). Reasoning ex vacuo, as one might call 
Dvornik’s attempt to assign an area to the Slavs chiefly because no one else is claiming it, is 
used also when a name or a term comes down to us in the form of a label separated from its 
referent. A striking instance of such an approach is the persistent attempt to prove that the 
names of the Neuri and the Budini, two tribes which according to the Greek historian 
Herodotus (fifth century B.c.) lived somewhere on the territory of today’s Ukraine or Belarus, 
are Slavic in origin. We know absolutely nothing of the ethnic affiliation of these tribes— 
their names have no clear etymology and could be associated with any branch of Indo- 
European—yet both or either of them have been considered Slavic (Lowmiariski 1967: 
367-369; Golab 1991:284—287) in an eager effort to establish some lineage for the histori- 
cal Slavs who live in that area.? 

In addition to claiming a connection between the Lusatian culture and the Slavs, the ad- 
herents of the autochthonous theory rest their case on several other assumptions. They in- 
clude the claims that the ancient tribe of the Veneti, who lived along the Vistula and the Baltic, 
was linguistically Slavic and that Slavic etymologies can be postulated for the names of the 
river Vistula, which was well known in antiquity, and the town of Kalisz, which was men- 
tioned by Ptolemy (ca. A.D. 100-178). Let us try to ascertain whether these assumptions can 
stand up to critical scrutiny. 


1.3. Material culture and language. As far as the possibility of identifying the bearers 
of the Lusatian culture with the Slavs, one must remember that there is no necessary organic 
connection between material culture and language. Independent historical evidence for the 
purported connection between the Slavic language and the Lusatian culture is totally miss- 
ing. Besides, the contrast between the finely shaped and ornamented ceramics of the Lusat- 
ian era and the unrefined burial jars of the demonstrably Slavic Prague-period pottery 
(sixth-seventh centuries) is so striking as to render such a connection implausible. Slavic ar- 
tifacts are also cruder than those of the post-Lusatian cultures of the so-called Roman era, 
demonstrating the existence of a considerable cultural lag of the Slavs vis-a-vis their Central 
European predecessors (Godtowski 1979:13, 20-21). 


2. Polish scholars subscribing to the autochthonous theory include the linguists Lehr-Splawisiski (1946), Rudnicki 
(1959-1965), and Nalepa (1968); the historian Hensel (1980); the archacologists Jatdtewski (1948-1949), Kostrzewski 
(1962), and Sulimirski (1956); and the anthropologist Czekanowski (1957). It should be noted that the autochthonists’ 
views have not been favorably received by many scholars. To be noted in particular are a well-ergued critique of the au- 
tochthonous theory by the Polish archaeologist Godiowski (1979) and an overview of the current state of research on the 
linguistic evidence for the location of the original homeland of the Slavs by Miodowicz (1984). The most recent survey 
of the problem, including a large bibliography, may be found in Bimbaum's 1993 review of Trubatev 1991, Popowska- 
Taborska 1991, Goigb 1992, and Maficzak 1992. 

3. tis equally difficult to prove that the Scythian Ploughmen, who were also mentioned by Herodotus, might have 
been Slavic (Gimbutas 1971:46-53). 
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1.4. Were the Veneti Slavic? From various ancient sources we know of three different 
tribes bearing the name of the Veneti or Venedi.* A large tribe of the Veneti, first mentioned 
by Herodotus, lived along the northern shores of the Adriatic Sea. A few surviving place 
names and brief inscriptions suggest that the Adriatic Veneti spoke an Italic dialect. The mem- 
ory of the Italic Veneti survives in the names of the province Venetia and the city of Venice. 
There was also a Celtic tribe of the Veneti living in the Morbihan district of Brittany. Ac- 
cording to Caesar, the Veneti of Brittany excelled “in the theory and practice of navigation.”> 
Today several French place names, such as Vannes or Vendée, remind us of this tribe’s exis- 
tence. Finally, a tribe of the Veneti was mentioned by Pliny the Elder (a.p. 23-79) who lo- 
cated it along the Vistula. Tacitus (ca. A.D. 55-120) identified the Vistula Veneti as the east- 
ern neighbors of Germania, while Ptolemy placed them along the southern shores of the 
Venedic Bay (Ouenedikés kélpos), that is, of the Baltic Sea. The Veneti are also mentioned 
twice on a Roman road map known as the Tabula Peutingeriana whose protograph may go 
back to the third or fourth century A.D. 

Since the Vistula/Baltic Veneti left no written records, their linguistic affiliation can only 
be gleaned indirectly. Tacitus was alone among the ancient authors to tackle the problem of 
their ethnic origin. After hesitating whether to classify them as Germanic or Sarmatian, he fi- 
nally decided in favor of the former on the basis of their cultural similarity with the Germanic 
peoples. Yet, in most investigations dealing with Slavic prehistory, the Baltic Veneti are not 
considered Germanic, as Tacitus would have it, or Illyrian, like their namesakes on the Adri- 
atic, or Celtic, like the Morbihan Veneti. Rather, they are generally regarded as Slavic. To 
justify such an identification, which if correct would directly confirm the autochthonous the- 
ory, three circumstances are mentioned. It is noted, in the first place, that the Veneti of the 
first and second centuries A.D. and the historic Slavs of the sixth century inhabited the same 
area. Second, the name of the Veneti has survived in German as Wenden or Winden, where it 
designates the Slavs who live in the closest proximity of Germany. And, last, the sixth-cen- 
tury Gothic historian Jordanes (1.10) applied the terms Veneti and Slavs to the same ethnic 
community (Niederle 1923:32-33). 

These arguments, however, are not decisive. There is no reason to doubt that by the sixth 
century the Slavs were on the Vistula (though it is quite unlikely that they had by then reached 
the Baltic). This does not mean, however, that they had to be there in the time of Tacitus. Dur- 
ing the intervening four hundred years Europe underwent its most momentous transforma- 
tions, as the fall of Rome and the Hunnic invasions started the ethnic whirligig known as the 
Great Migrations. To assume a lack of change during the period of such profound ethnic per- 
turbations is to strain the laws of historical probability. 

Nor can the German practice of designating their Slavic neighbors by the names Wenden 
or Winden help us in solving the question of the ethnic character of the Veneti. Transfers of 
names from one ethnic group to another have frequently occurred in history and signify no 
more than some kind of spatial and temporal contiguity between the two communities. The 
German usage may merely indicate that some non-Germanic Veneti lived in the area occu- 
pied later by the West Slavs and that the Germans transferred the name of the former to the 
latter. In an analogous way the Lithuanians transferred the, name Gudai (Goths) to the East 


4. The altemation of ¢ and d is due to the so-called Grimm's Law in Germanic (2.3). In this book the term Veneti 
is used throughout, regardless of its spelling in the ancient sources. ~ 
§. Caesar, Gaius Julius (1933), The Gallic War, trans. H. J. Edwards, London: William Heinemann. 
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Slavs or the Germans referred to the Czechs as the Béhmer, which was the name of the Celtic 
tribe of the Boii who lived in Bohemia before the Czechs. There is no reason, however, to 
assume that the transfer of the name Veneti to the Slavs occurred much before the sixth 
century. 

There is also no compelling evidence to justify the claim that Jordanes’ identification of 
the Veneti with the Slavs reflects an ancient situation. The Slavicization of the Veneti is pos- 
sible in the sixth century but most improbable in the first. To take an analogous example, the 
Franks in eighth-century France were already fully Romanized and could be identified with 
the native Gallo-Roman population. It would be absurd, however, to extend such an identi- 
fication to the fifth-century Germanic Franks, who were then just embarking upon their con- 
quest of Gaul. 

Quite aside from these considerations, the very fact that the ancient sources locate the 
Veneti on the Baltic provides the most persuasive argument against their identification with 
the Slavs. The point is that Slavic vocabulary does not contain any indication that the early 
Slavs were exposed to the sea. Proto-Slavic had no maritime terminology whatsoever, be it 
in the domain of seafaring, sea fishing, boat building, or sea trade.° Especially striking is the 
absence of a Proto-Slavic word for amber, the most important item of export from the shores 
of the Baltic to the Mediterranean. In view of this, the very fact that Ptolemy refers to the 
Baltic as the Venedic Bay appears to rule out a possible identification of the Veneti of his 
times with the Slavs. : 

It is interesting to recall in this connection a story that many scholars, from Safarik 
(1862:133-138) on, have adduced in support of the identification of the Veneti with the 
Slavs.” The story originated with Cornelius Nepos, the Roman historian of the first century 
B.c., and was repeated after him by Pomponius Mela and Pliny the Elder: “Comelius 
Nepos .. . reports the testimony of Q. Metellus Celer who . . . said that when he was a pro- 
consul in Gaul, the king of the Boti presented him with several Indians [/ndos] and that when 
he inquired whence they had arrived in this land, he found out that a violent storm snatched 
them away from the Indian sea [ex Indicis aequoribus) and that, after traversing (the expanse] 
that lay in between, they were thrown out on the shores of Germany.”* 

Could one claim that the Indi of this account were Slavs? In suggesting that this indeed 
could have been the case, Safatfk had to accept a number of hypotheses: that Nepos’ story 
was not fictitious; that a sea voyage from India (or some other place referred to as India) to 
Western Europe was not feasible in or before the first century B.c.; that /ndi and Indicus are 
to be read as Vindi and Vindicus;, that the Indi (now identified as the Vindi) were in fact the 
Venedi < Veneti; that the Indi (now identified as the Veneti) arrived on the shores of Ger- 
many from the Baltic rather than from some other sea, like the Adriatic; that the watery ex- 
panse [aequora] which the luckless sailors had to traverse was merely the Kattegat and the 
Skagerrak; that the Indi (= Vindi = Veneti) were Slavs; and that the Slavs were capable of 
making long sea voyages in or before the first century B.c. The degree of probability of most 
of these assumptions is fairly low, and Safatik was duly cautious in advancing his hypothe- 


6. Proto-Slavic morje ‘sea’ originally meant a marsh (incidentally, from the same Indo-European root) and dialec- 
tally still means a lake. Similarly, Proto-Stavic ostrovb, composed as it is of o- ‘around’ and sir- ‘flow’, suggests a river 
island rather than a sea island (Meillet 1927:8). 

7. Gil'ferding (1868), Pogodin (1901), Niederle (1925), and many autochthonists of the modem period. 

8. Mela, Pomponius (1880), Chorographia, text established by Karl Frick, books I-3, Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, book 
3, 5.45. 


er uate 


ToT te oe 


awe 


Pe ee eee ae 





HISTORICAL SETTING - 5 


sis (“we surmise that should our interpretation of this matter be correct, it would throw more 
light on [Slavic] antiquities,” 133). Safatik’s followers, however, show no hesitation in con- 
sidering his surmise a proven fact.? 

Another piece of evidence countering the claim that the Veneti of the times preceding the 
Great Migrations were Slavic is furnished by Henry of Livonia (Henricus de Lettis), who in 
his Latin chronicle, dating from the very beginning of the thirteenth century, described a 
clearly non-Slavic tribe of the Vindi (German Winden, English Wends) which lived in Cour- 
land and Livonia (on the territory of today’s Latvia). The tribe’s memory lives on in the name 
of the river Windau (Latvian Venta), with the town of Windau (Latvian Ventspils) at its mouth, 
and in Wenden, the old name of the town of Césis (East Slavic Kesp) in Livonia. The loca- 
tion of this tribe coupled with recently discovered archaeological evidence (Ochmanski 
1982) suggest that the Vindi of Courland and Livonia may well be the descendants of the 
Baltic Veneti. 


1.5. Evidence of place and river names. The autochthonists assume that the names of 
several Central European rivers and of the town of Kalisz in Poland (Ptolemy’s Kalisfa) have 
demonstrably Slavic etymologies. The highly conjectura] nature of these etymologies, how- 
ever, seriously undermines their value as underpinnings of any attempt to establish the habi- 
tat of the early Slavs. While an etymology of a common noun can be tested on the semantic 
level, most proper names do not lend themselves to such verification. This is the case of the 
Vistula (Polish Wista), the only river of the area known by the same name or its variants 
(Vistla, Visculus, Viscla, Visula) to both the ancients and the moderns. Neither the Vistula nor 
Kalisz, however, has a transparent Slavic or Indo-European etymology. These names could 
be Slavic, Germanic, Celtic, or even pre-Indo-European (Schenker 1987). 


1.6. Classical sources. The advocates of the Slavic presence in Central Europe before 
the Great Migrations must also account for the fact that the writers of the classical world, and 
in particular the Romans, never mentioned their purported neighbors. The Romans, who 
reached the Danube before the birth of Christ and who could be found soon afterward on the 
banks of the Elbe, appear to have been totally unaware of the Slavs settled allegedly just be- 
yond these rivers, despite the fact that the so-called amber route, a well-traveled track lead- 
ing from the Mediterranean to the Baltic, had to pass through the presumably Slavic lands. 
The tens of thousands of Roman coins found along that route testify to Rome's lively com- 
mercial interest in the lands lying between its borders and the Baltic. And why is it that the 
Slavs, who in the second half of the first millennium A.D. became the object of a brisk slave 
trade throughout the basin of the Mediterranean, were not known in that capacity before?'° 

These questions would not arise if scholars did not ascribe the silence of the classical 
sources to a mere accident. Dvomik deplores “the scarcity of information about the Slavs in 
the works of the old classical writers” but insists that “it helps to explain why the civilized 
people of the West were so little interested in the historical and cultural evolution of the 
Slavs. ... Matters would have been quite different if the Romans had come into direct con- 
tact with the Slavs, as they did with the Celts and the Germans. This would not have been 
impossible,” Dvornik concludes, “for twice the Romans came very near to the territory in- 


9. See Schenker 1987:359-360. 
10. Eventually lending their ethnic name to the Mediterranean designation of the slave: Greek skidbos, Latin sclavus, 
Arabic saglab. Note that the initial consonant cluster s/ did not occur in the classical languages and was regularly replaced 
by the cluster ski. 
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habited by the Slavs” (Dvomik 1956:14). One wonders about the value of history written in 
the conditional mood. The fact that something did not happen is of course significant, but a 
historian’s duty is to explain rather than bemoan it. The lack of contacts between the Romans 
and the Slavs could not have been accidental. It can be explained simply by the fact that the 
Slavs, unlike the Celts and the Germans, had not arrived on the frontiers of the classical world 
until after the Great Migrations. 


1.7. Médos and strava. In 448 the Byzantine historian Priscus of Pania traveled through 
Hunnic Pannonia as a member of an embassy sent by Emperor Theodosius II to the court of 
Attila. The local population, identified by Priscus as Scythian,'! treated the Greek travelers 
to two local drinks, médos, described as a substitute for wine, and kdmon (or kdmos), made 
of barley and offered to the servants (Priscus of Pania, 300). The term médos could be the 
Slavic med ‘mead’, adapted to Greek by the addition of the nominative singular ending -os. 
However, reflexes of PIE médh-ii- ‘honey, mead’ occur in many Indo-European languages 
(e.g. Lithuanian medis and Latvian medus), and the possibility that médos was borrowed 
from some non-Slavic Indo-European language like Baltic, Illyrian or Thracian cannot be 
ruled out. The fact that kdmon is definitely not Slavic makes such a possibility all the more 
likely (Filin 1962:62). Even if one assumed that the source language was Slavic, one would 
still be left with the unanswerable question whether the loan was made in the fifth century in 
Pannonia or at an earlier time and in another place. 

The term strava ‘wake’ was mentioned by Jordanes in his description of Attila’s funeral 
in 453.'2 The meaning of the term is inferred from Jordanes’ claim that it referred to a huge 
feast held at Attila’s graveside. Since strava occurs also in modern North Slavic languages 
meaning ‘food’ (in West Slavic ‘living expense’), it has been suggested that the Hunnic term 
referred to the food served at the wake and that it was borrowed from Slavic (Briickner 
1927:518, Dvomik 1956:30). However, if for no other reason, this conjecture fails on lin- 
guistic grounds, for modern Slavic strava comes from Proto-Slavic jiz-trdud (root irdy- 
‘digest, use up’), and it is absolutely unthinkable for Proto-Slavic 7 not to have been perceived 
as a full vowel in the fifth or sixth century (2.38 and 2.40). 


1.8. The Danubian and mid-Dnieper theories. It is generally agreed that the search for 
the Slavic ancestral home can be limited to the region bordered by the Dnieper, the Danube, 
the Oder, and the Baltic—by and large, the area of current Slavic settlement, excepting the 
lands known to have been colonized in historical times. Despite this limitation, however, 
there is no agreement on the more exact location of the Slavic homeland within that region. 
The paucity and ambiguity of available data coupled with the expanse of the territory in ques- 
tion have allowed for a wide range of opinion and have engendered an intense debate, col- 
ored occasionally by a nationalistic bias. The autochthonous hypothesis appears to fall into 
the latter category. Where, then, was the original homeland of the Slavs? 

In an early passage from the East Slavic Primary Chronicle (3.50.3), immediately after 
the description of the fates of the three sons of Noah, the Slavs are described as situated 
on the lower Danube: “Over a long period the Slavs settled beside the Danube, where the 
Hungarian and Bulgarian lands now lie. From among these Slavs, parties scattered through- 


11. This anachronistic identification is merely a reflection of the Greek habit of referring to all non-Turkic peoples 
living across the Danube as Scythians. ; 
12. Jordanes may have taken his account of the funeral from a tost fragment of Priscus. 
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out the country and were known by appropriate names, according to the places where they 
settled. Thus some came and settled by the river Morava, and were named Moravians, while 
others were called Czechs” (Primary Chrenicle, 52-53). It has sometimes been claimed that 
this passage, which includes a long list of Slavic tribes, all of which are said to have come 
from the Danubian region, is the first expression of the so-called Danubian (Pannonian) the- 
ory of the Slavic homeland. Further reading indicates, however, that the chronicle speaks of 
the situation in the sixth and seventh centuries rather than of prehistory. Such datable events 
as the arrival of the Bulgarians on the lower Danube in the mid-seventh century or the reign 
of Emperor Heraclius (610-641) make this quite clear: “Now while the Slavs dwelt along the 
Danube, as we have said, there came from among the Scythians, that is from the Khazars, 
a people called Bulgars who settled on the Danube and oppressed the Slavs. Afterward 
came the White Ugrians, who inherited the Slavic country. These Ugrians appeared under 
the Emperor Heraclius, warring on Chosroes, King of Persia” (Primary Chronicle, 55).'> 

The Danubian theory finds few moder adherents. One of them is the Russian linguist 
Oleg N. Trubazev (1982 and 1991), whose views, based mainly on place and river names of 
the Danubian region, have engendered a lively polemic between him and his critics 
(Godiowski 1985, Udolph 1988). 

Many scholars assign to the prehistoric Slavs the basin of the middle Dnieper, roughly 
the territory of today’s north-central and western Ukraine and southeastern Belarus. Among 
the most convincing advocates of this theory are the linguists Rozwadowski (1913), Vasmer 
(1926), and Filin (1962); the botanist Rostafifiski (1908); and the ethnologist Moszyfiski 
(1957). The mid-Dnieper theory is supported by comparative linguistic data which allow 
scholars to infer the time and place of social and cultural contacts among languages. Ac- 
cording to these data, Proto-Slavic had close ties not only with Baltic but also with Germanic 
in the domain of household terminology and with Iranian in the domain of worship (2.47). 
There is evidence to show that the Balts used to inhabit the area between the Baltic Sea and 
the upper Dnieper and that the lands north of the Black Sea were first occupied by the Iran- 
ian Scythians and Sarmatians (the second half of the first millennium 8.c.) and later by the 
Germanic Ostrogoths (the beginning of the first millenium A.D.). It would thus be reasonable 
to assume that the prehistoric Slavs lived in the basin of the middle Dnieper, an area con- 
tiguous to the lands occupied by Baltic, Germanic, and Iranian tribes.'¢ 

To sum up, neither the autochthonous nor the Danubian theory is supported by any direct 
evidence. No tribal or geographic name mentioned in ancient sources can be interpreted as 
definitely Slavic; no archaeological remains going back to the Roman period bear any sys- 
tematic resemblance to the demonstrably Slavic artifacts dating from after the fifth century; 
no first- or second-century accounts of central and south-central European lands contain any 
teference to the Slavs (in contrast to the clearly identified Celtic, Germanic, and even Baltic 
tribes); no unmistakably Slavic words were cited in early Greek or Latin sources; no Slavic 
names were recorded during the Great Migrations (Menges 1953:18—19). Whatever scant ev- 


13. The reference to the Khazars as Scythians represents a typical transfer of names from one ethnic group to an- 
other, Similarly, the Avars were called Huns and the Magyars were referred to as Avars or Turks. The identity of the White 
Ugrians is uncertain; they were probably a branch of the Bulgars. : : 

14. The Slavic ancestral home has also been placed in other locations, including the marshes of the Pripet basin (Hirt 
1907), the fertile lands of Volhynia (Golab 1983 and 1992), the foothills of the Carpathian mountains (Udolph 1979), and 
various combinations of al] the aforementioned theories (Niederle 1925, Tret’jakov 1953). 
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idence we do possess points to the mid-Dnieper basin as the area where the Slavs lived be- 
fore their sixth-century invasion of Central Europe and the Balkan Peninsula. 


1.9. The Indo-European homeland. Just as Slavic linguistic unity presupposes the ex- 
istence of a common primordial territory, so the Indo-European community of languages im- 
plies that the speakers of Proto-Indo-European once inhabited a specific area, their original 
homeland. Unfortunately, the enormous time remove makes it next to impossible to ascer- 
tain with any degree of certainty the location of that homeland. The most likely scenario 
would place the Proto-Indo-European speech community on the plains north of the Black 
and Caspian seas. Not only is this area located approximately midway between the Atlan- 
tic and Chinese Turkestan, that is, between the historic abodes of the westernmost (Italo- 
Celtic) and easternmost (Tocharian) branches of Indo-European; it is also the most probable 
ancestral home of the Slavs, who, as can be historically ascertained, were the last of the Indo- 
European language groups to strike out from their prehistoric quarters. 

The territorial disintegration of the Indo-European linguistic unity was most certainly a 
gradual process during which successive waves of Indo-European speakers moved away 
from their primordial homes to settle in those areas of the Eurasian continent where they are 
found in historical times. The beginning of this process, which may have occurred more than 
five thousand years ago, is buried deep in prehistory. In the last four thousand years or so, 
however, various Indo-European language families have revealed themselves to us either 
through their own written records or in the writings of others. 

It should not be surprising that the earliest documentation of the existence of individual 
Indo-European languages comes from the so-called Fertile Crescent, the lands strung along 
the most important sea routes of the Ancient World, from the Indian Ocean and the Persian 
Gulf to the Black Sea and the Mediterranean. The oldest among them are the records of the 
Hittites (ca. eighteenth century B.c.), followed by Mycenean Greek—Linear B (ca. fourteenth 
century B.C.) and the Vedic Sanskrit hymns (between 1500 and 1000 B.c., transcribed from 
oral tradition around 500 B.c.). The oldest Avestan liturgical texts come from the days of 
Zoroaster (eighth-seventh centuries B.c.), which is also the approximate time of the compo- 
sition of Homer's /liad and Odyssey. The oldest Latin inscription is from about 600 B.c. 

Other Indo-European languages, whose speakers roamed the areas north of the Eurasian 
sunbelt, entered the arena of history at a relatively late time. The tales of their wanderings, 
wars, and beliefs have come down to us not in their own literary monuments but as reflected 
in the records of the established centers of ancient civilizations. Such was the case of the 
Celtic and Germanic tribes that were mentioned in various Greek and Roman sources long 
before the appearance of texts in their own languages: the oldest Germanic runic inscriptions 
come from as late as the third century A.D. Celtic monuments are even younger—the first 
connected Old Irish texts date from the fifth century a.p. The Slavs were the last Indo- 
Europeans to emerge from the obscurity of their ancestral home. The first Slavic texts were 
not recorded till the middle of the ninth century,'> and the first indubitable reference to the 
Slavs’ appearance on the frontiers of the civilized world comes from the sixth century A.D. 


15. One must remember, however, that the lateness of Slavic texts does not diminish their value as linguistic docu- 
ments. When languages are studied for the purposes of linguistic comparison rather than as vehicles of civilized inter- 
course, all the data, regardless of their age, are equa! in importance. An Ancient Greek form can be fruitfully compared 
to a Slavic one, even though their recorded appearances might be separated by more than two thousand years. 
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1.10. The Great Migrations. Jordanes’ testimony. The arrival of the Slavs in central 
and southern Europe came on the heels of the Great Migrations, a series of mass tribal dis- 
locations of the fourth and fifth centuries which utterly changed the ethnic and linguistic sit- 
uation of the Eurasian continent. Although the Slavs must have been affected by this appar- 
ently universal impulse to shift tribal abodes, their peregrinations before the sixth century 
escaped the historian’s detection.'® 

The migratory turbulence of the fifth century had hardly come to a standstill when the 
Slavs did make their appearance in the annals of history. Following the dynamics of the Great 
Migrations, the Slavs began moving westward and in the first decades of the sixth century 
reached the banks of the Danube. It was Jordanes who in his history of the Goths (De origine 
actibusque Getarum, ca. 550) made the first explicit reference to the Slavs as a large group 
of “consanguineous” tribes, the Veneti, the Antes, and the Sclaveni: 


Near the left ridge [of the Carpathian Mountains], which inclines toward the north, and be- 
ginning at the source of the Vistula, the populous race of the Venethi dwell, occupying a great 
expanse of land. Though their names are now dispersed amid various clans and places, yet 
they are chiefly called Sclaveni and Antes. The abode of the Sclaveni extends from the city 
of Noviodunum and the lake called Mursianus'? to the Danaster [Dnestr], and northward as 
far as the Vistula. They have swamps and forests for their cities. The Antes, who are the bravest 
of these peoples dwelling in the curve of the sea of Pontus [Black Sea], spread from the 
Danaster to the Danaper [Dnieper] rivers that are many days’ journey apart. (Jordanes, 59-60) 


It is clear that the term Sclaveni designated the Slavs. The name Veneti, as suggested 
above, must have been transferred to the Slavs from a tribe with an uncertain linguistic iden- 
tity which inhabited the basin of the Vistula before the arrival of the Slavs. Similarly, the 
name Antes, which may be etymologically related to the name Veneti, did not initially refer 
to the Slavs. Its original bearers, possibly an Iranian tribe, either became Slavicized or, as in 
the case of the Veneti, came to be identified with the Slavs by neighboring peoples. The ge- 
ographic distribution of the three Slavic tribes mentioned by Jordanes may prefigure the di- 
alectal division of Slavic, with the Veneti corresponding to the West Slavs, the Antes to the 
East Slavs and the Sclaveni to the South Slavs. 

Even though, at the time of Jordanes’ writing,'® the Slavs had not yet crossed the Danube, 
the future course of events can be anticipated from Jordanes’ anxious observation that the 
Slavs “are raging everywhere.” 


1.11. The Avars. The Slavs were not alone in appearing on the northern borders of the 
Byzantine Empire. In the historical sources of the period their name is almost invariably 


16. The fact that during the Hunnic onslaught and the Great Migrations no Slavic names were recorded prompted 
Karl Menges (1953:18) to wonder why “in the historical account of all these important events, of these many names of 
tribes, tribal conglomerates and nationatities, there is not a:single one that can be ascertained as Slavica paradoxical 
fact.” However, the paradox is there only if we assume that the Slavs participated fully in the Great Migrations, an as- 
sumption which, as I have tied to show, is not warranted, It must be remembered in this connection that the oft-quoted 
testimonies from before the sixth century a.D., unsupported as they are by firm linguistic and onomastic evidence, do not 
have any demonstrable value as source material for the history of the Slavs. 

17. Novietunum (‘New Town’ in Celtic) was located at the mouth of the Danube; the Mursian lake may refer to the 
delta of the Danube. pa 

18. Orslightly earlier, at the time of Cassiodorus (ca, 490-575), master of offices of Theodoric, the Ostrogothic ruler 
of Italy, Cassiodorus was the author of a twelve-volume history of the Goths summarized by Jordanes but subsequently 
lost. 


10 - HISTORICAL SETTING 


linked with that of the Avars, a large Turkic tribe from eastern Central Asia. In the beginning 
of the sixth century the Avars set out on a westward trek, passing through the Caucasus and 
the Pontic steppes and reaching, by the mid-sixth century, the lower course of the Danube. 
During the next one hundred years the Avars represented a major political and military force 
in the Danubian region and ventured even to attack Gaul in 562 and 566. This is how the 
chronicler of the Franks, Gregory of Tours (538-594), described the second of the encoun- 
ters between the Merovingian king of Austrasia Sigibert I (r. 561-575) and the Avars: 


The Huns’? once more attempted to invade Gaul, and Sigibert led his army against them, 
having with him a great host of valiant men. But when they were about to engage, the Huns, 
who were versed in magic arts, caused fantastic shapes to appear before the Franks, and thus 
had great advantage over them. The army of Sigibert fled; he himself was surrounded, and 
would have been kept a prisoner had he not . . . overcome by his art in giving those whom he 
failed to conquer by his power in battle. For he gave their king rich presents, and entered into 
a treaty with him, so that while he lived no war took place between them. ... On his part the 
king of the Huns gave many gifts to Sigibert. He was called Gagan [kagan], a name common 
to all the kings of this people. (Gregory of Tours, 138-139) 


In 626 the Avars besieged Constantinople but were defeated by the Byzantines and had to 
retreat to Pannonia, which for the next century and a half became their main base of operations. 
At the tun of the eighth and ninth centuries, the Franks under Charlemagne and his son Pepin 
attacked and utterly destroyed the Avar kaganate. The initial power and the abrupt fall of the 
Avar state were a source of wonderment to the compiler of the East Slavic Primary Chronicle: 


The Avars, who attacked Heraclius the Emperor [r. 610-641], nearly capturing him, also lived 
at this time. They made war upon the Slavs, and harassed the Dulebians, who were themselves 
Slavs. They even did violence to the Dulebian women. When an Avar made a journey, he did 
not cause either a horse or a steer to be hamessed, but gave command instead that three or 
four or five women should be yoked to his cart and be made to draw him. Even thus they ha- 
rassed the Dulebians. The Avars were large of stature and proud of spirit, and God destroyed 
them. They all perished, and not one Avar survived. There is to this day a proverb in Rus’ 
which runs, “They perished like the Avars.” Neither race nor heir of them remains. (Primary 
Chronicle, 55S—56) 


The enormity of the defeat of the Avars at the hands of the Franks is confirmed by Ein- 
hard, the contemporary biographer of Charlemagne: 


The war which came next was the most important which Charlemagne ever fought, except 
the one against the Saxons: I mean the struggle with the Avars or Huns. He waged it with more 
vigor than any of the others and with much greater preparation. He himself led only one ex- 
pedition into Pannonia, the province which the Huns occupied at that period. Everything else 
he entrusted to his son Pepin, to the governors of his provinces and to his counts and legates. 
The war was prosecuted with great vigor by these men and it came to an end in its eighth 
year.2° Just how many battles were fought and how much blood was shed is shown by the fact 
that Pannonia is now completely uninhabited and that the site of the Khan’s palace is now so 


19. The term Huns was used by western chroniclers as a catchall for Turkic-speaking invaders from Asia. 
20. Actually, Charlemagne’s campaigns against the Avars began in 791 and ended in 803. 
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deserted that no evidence remains that anyone ever lived there. All the Hun nobility died in 
this war, all their glory departed. All their wealth and their treasures assembled over so many 
years were dispersed. The memory of man cannot recall any war against the Franks by which 
they were so enriched and their material possessions so increased. (Einhard, 67) 


The awe which the Slavs felt for the Avars and their gratification over the Avar downfall 
are confirmed by two Slavic loan words. In the languages spoken in the area of the Avar dom- 
ination the word for ‘giant’ is formed from the root obpr- ‘Avar’: Sin. dbar, Cz. obr, Sik. obor, 
OPo. obrzym, ModPo. olbrzym. Also, the Frankish victories in Pannonia impressed the Slavs 
so much that Charlemagne’s Germanic name Kar! was borrowed into Slavic with the mean- 
ing ‘king’. Though originally adopted by central Slavic dialects only, this word eventually 
spread throughout Slavic: Sin. krdlj, Cz. kral, Sik. krdl’ , Po. krél, Ru. kordl’, etc. 

The testimony of the Primary Chronicle as well as the semantic development of the root 
obr- ‘Avar’ would suggest that during a good part of their association with the Slavs, the 
Avars were the dominating force. Yet, there are also indications that at various times differ- 
ent Slavic tribes entered into military alliances with the Avars not as their subjects but as free 
confederates.?! 


1.12. Constantinople and Christianity. The Slavs arrived at the frontiers of the civi- 
lized world at a time when the political center of gravity had shifted from the western to the 
eastern part of the Mediterranean. Rome, the ancient capital of the empire, laid low by suc- 
cessive waves of barbarian invasions, had to cede its preeminent position to Constantinople, 
arelative newcomer on the map of Europe. The very geographical position of the New Rome, 
as Constantinople was often called, represented the eastward outlook of the empire. The city 
was established by Constantine the Great (r. 306—337) on the site of Byzantium, a small Greek 
colony on the Bosphorus. Across the straits, less than a mile away, lay Asia Minor and, be- 
yond it, the sources of new spiritual currents which, to a world rocked by barbarian invasions, 
offered a message of peace and a promise of better things to come. 

Christianity, with its mystical eschatology of hope and redemption, proved more inspi- 
rational than other Oriental religions—Mithraism, Zoroastrianism, or Manicheanism. It 
spread across the world from Palestine and a mere fifty years after the reign of Constantine 
was proclaimed by Emperor Theodosius (r. 379-395) the official religion of the empire. Thus, 
one could view the founding of Constantinople as the West’s symbolic gesture welcoming 
the new universal church. For more than four hundred years, the emperor reigning in Con- 
stantinople was the ultimate Christian monarch and the sole defender of Christianity through- 
out the world. 

Although the political and economic fortunes of Rome declined to such a degree that it 
had to yield its status as the western capital of the empire, first to Milan and then to Ravenna, 
its religious prestige remained largely unshaken. Not only was it one of the original apostolic 
churches, but its bishop, or pope (from Greek pdppas ‘father’), inherited the dignity of St. 
Peter, who, as the keeper of the keys to the kingdom of heaven, held the pastoral authority 
over all Christians. 

The special prominence of the church of Rome contrasts sharply with the virtual equal- 
ity reigning among the eastern apostolic churches or patriarchates, the ancient ones in Anti- 


21. The first to describe the relations between the Avars and the Slavs was the Byzantine historian Menander (sec- 
ond half of the sixth century). 
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och and Alexandria and the more recent ones in Jerusalem and Constantinople, whose very 
number inhibited supremacist tendencies. It is true that the flourishing of Constantinople lent 
its patriarch particular prestige and earned him the title of the ecumenical [universal] patri- 
arch.?? In practice, however, the authority of the patriarch of Constantinople did not extend 
beyond the borders of his patriarchate. His powers were further circumscribed by the pecu- 
liarly Byzantine blurring of distinctions between secular and ecclesiastic authority, a ten- 
dency often referred to as caesaropapism. 

An example of the virtual identification of state and church is provided by the First Coun- 
cil of Christian Churches held in 325 in Nicaea. Despite its doctrinal preoccupations, not only 
was the council convoked and directed by Constantine but the emperor became the chief ex- 
ecutor of the council’s decisions. An ecclesiastic counterpart of this situation occurred in 626, 
during the siege of Constantinople by the joined Avar and Slav forces. With Emperor Hera- 
clius away fighting the Persians, it was Patriarch Sergius who stepped into the breech and led 
the Greeks to victory. 

The view that the interests of the state are concordant with the interests of the church had 
important consequences for the Slavs, for it made possible the establishment of a number of 
national churches with vernacular liturgies and eventually led to the creation of a Slavic litur- 
gical language. Constantinople acquiesced willingly to such linguistic liberalism, while 
Rome, bent on the retention of doctrinal control over all of Christianity, favored the exclu- 
sive use of Hebrew, Greek, or Latin as the only languages whose dignity was commensurate 
with the exalted purpose of divine liturgy. 


1.13. Europe after the Great Migrations. As the barbarians thundered across Europe, 
Constantinople, tucked in the extreme eastern comer of the Balkans and protected on three 
sides by the sea and on the fourth by mighty fortifications, though severely tested, was able 
to stand its ground and repel the attackers. It was not so elsewhere. When in the seventh cen- 
tury the ethnic maelstrom caused by the Great Migrations subsided,” the face of Europe pre- 
sented an entirely new aspect. 

Western Europe was almost totally overrun by Germanic peoples. Spain was in the hands 
of the Visigoths; France and western Germany were held by the Franks, Burgundians, Sax- 
ons, Allemani, and Bavarians; in Italy the Ostrogoths were succeeded by the Lombards; Eng- 
land was occupied by the Angles and Saxons; Scandinavia remained in the hands of various 
north Germanic tribes. Even the northern shores of Africa were under the sway of the Ger- 
manic Vandals. In view of these demographic realities, it should not surprise us that Ger- 
manic tribes were among the earliest converts to Christianity spreading from Constantinople 
and Rome and that, in the end, it was a Germanic tribe, the Franks, that inherited the politi- 
cal mantle of Rome in Western Europe.” 


22. The adoption of this title in the sixth century by the patriarch of Constantinople, John the Faster (582-595), was 
understood by Rome as a challenge to its traditional primacy and brought on protests by Pope Gregory I (Magoulias 
1970:89-90), 

23. The Bulgars and the Magyars were still to arrive in Central Europe, the former at the end of the seventh and the 
latter at the end of the ninth century. 

24. It must be remembered, however, that culturally and above all linguistically many Germanic tribes yielded to 
those whom they had subjugated. The old Roman provinces imposed their tongues on the Germanic invaders, giving rise 
to such Romance languages as Spanish, Portuguese, French, and Italian. Remaining on the linguistic map of Western Eu- 
rope were several Celtic languages—Galician in northwestern Spain, Breton in Brittany, and Irish, Welsh, and Scottish in 
the British isles. 
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1.14. Christianization of the Goths and other Germanic tribes. Arianism. As a mat- 
ter of fact, the Gospel of Christ reached some Germanic tribes long before the end of their 
migratory trek. Spreading along the northern frontier of the Roman empire, they exposed 
themselves early to the cultural currents émanating from the Mediterranean centers of civi- 
lization. The Visigoths, who at one time were settled in Moesia, north of the lower Danube, 
were the first Germanic tribe to embrace Christianity. They were converted through the mis- 
sionary efforts of Bishop Ulfila (ca. 311-383), who translated the Bible into Gothic and tran- 
scribed it with the aid of a special alphabet of his own creation.25 

Ulfila received his ordination at the time when the church in the eastern part of the em- 
pire was dominated by the heresy of Arianism. Formulated by the presbyter Arius in 
Alexandria, Arianism disputed the dogma of consubstantiality, which pronounced God the 
Father and Christ to be of the same substance or essence. According to Arius, Christ, though 
endowed with all the attributes of divinity, was subordinate rather than coordinate in His re- 
lation to the Father. Since Christ had a beginning, Arius argued, He could not be considered 
to be fully identical or consubstantial with the eternal and infinite godhead and had to be rel- 
egated to the order of created beings. The First Council of Nicaea was convened to resolve 
these questions and ruled by an overwhelming majority against Arianism. The famous Nicene 
Creed or credo, formulated at the council, proclaimed Christ “begotten, not made, of one sub- 
stance [in Greek homoouision, from homés ‘same’ and ousia ‘substance, essence’) with the 
Father.” Despite the Nicene Creed, Arianism spread widely in the empire and far beyond its 
borders,?7 

Following their bishop, the Visigoths adopted Christianity in its Arian guise and, through 
missionary activity, helped spread the doctrine of Arianism among other Germanic tribes— 
the Vandals, Suevi, Burgundians, Lombards, Heruls, and Ostrogoths. 


1.15. Christianization of the Celts and Anglo-Saxons. Of the Celtic tribes, the first to 
be baptized were the Irish. Their missionary leader was Bishop Patrick (ca. 385-460), whose 
Christianizing efforts earned him the title of Ireland’s apostle and patron saint. Irish monas- 
ticism, which flourished in the sixth and seventh centuries, is famous for its extensive mis- 
sionary activity. It was the Irish missionaries who were responsible for the Christianization 
of Scotland (St. Columba, 521-597) and who, together with their newly converted Scottish 
brethren, set out on missions throughout Europe, including Slavic Moravia and Carantania 
(Carinthia). 

The Anglo-Saxons were brought into the Christian fold at the end of the sixth century 
through the efforts of Pope Gregory the Great (590-604) and his emissary Augustine, prior 
of the Benedictine monastery in Rome. King Ethelbert of Kent became the first Christian 


25. The oldest extant manuscript is the Codex Argenteus in Uppsala, Sweden. 

26. The term heresy (from Greek hatresis ‘choice’) was applied to teachings questioning some of the most funda- 
mental tenets of apostolic Christianity, especially the dogma of the divinity of Christ and the interpretation of the mys- 
teries, such as the Trinity and the Incamation. In combatting heresies, the church gradually developed its canon (from 
Greek kanon ‘straight rod, rule’), a set of established texts whose authority may not be questioned. The texts that were 
not incorporated in the canon were relegated to the rank of the apocrypha (from Greek apékryphos ‘hidden, obscure’). 
Heresies were designated as such by the Councils of the Christian Churches, convened from time to time to discuss doc- 
trinal issues. + “ 

27. Arianism in its ancient form disappeared toward the end of the seventh century. In name, however, if not entirely 
in doctrine, it arose again in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Poland, where various anti-trinitarian movements (Socini- 
ans, Polish Brethren) came to be known as Arian. 
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ruler in England (597), and his capital in Canterbury has remained by tradition the episcopal 
see of the English church. 


1.16. The Franks. In the long succession of barbarian conquerors of Gaul, the Franks 
came last and acted differently from their predecessors. Unlike the Turkic Huns, the Iranian 
Alans, and the Germanic Visigoths, Sueves, Vandals, and Burgundians, the Franks were colo- 
nizers rather than despoilers. Starting in the fifth century from the basin of the lower Rhine and 
establishing farmsteads along their way, they spread gradually in the southwestem direction 
and by mid-seventh century held most of Gaul. In the eighth century the Frankish state 
stretched from the Pyrenees in the west to Pomerania, Brandenburg, Bohemia, Moravia, Pan- 
nonia, and Croatia in the east. In the south, where their domains included the island of Cor- 
sica, most of Italy, and northern Dalmatia, the Franks came into direct contact with Byzantium. 

Unlike their Germanic kinsmen, the Franks spumed Arianism and adopted Christianity 
(ca. 500) in its church-approved or canonical form.?® The Frankish adherence to the canon 
had far-reaching political consequences. The Frankish state earned the status of a Christian 
realm, and its rulers were recognized by the church of Rome as Christian monarchs. Such 
recognition, in tun, entailed the necessary subordination of the Frankish rulers to the legit- 
imizing authority of Rome and led to a new understanding of the royal prerogatives. The pow- 
ers of the king were now seen as stemming from secular as well as ecclesiastic sources. This 
doctrine of dual derivation of royal authority made it possible to justify and sanction personal 
and even dynastic changes on the Frankish throne. Thus, upon the weakening of the Merovin- 
gians, the first Frankish royal dynasty, their successor, Pepin the Short (r. 751-768), had to 
seek the pope’s consent to his enthronement. As a symbol of his submission to ecclesiastic 
authority, Pepin’s coronation ceremony included the holy unction administered to him by 
Bishop Boniface, the most prominent and respected churchman of the Franks.?9 


1.17. Charlemagne and the papacy. With Rome’s stamp of approval, the Frankish 
rulers obtained the legitimacy that heretofore had belonged solely to the Byzantine emper- 
ors. It should not surprise us, therefore, that they were soon reaching for the emperor’s dig- 
nity as well. Such a claim was made by Pepin’s eldest son, Charles (b. 742, r. 768-814), 
known in English by his Old French name as Charlemagne and in Latin as Carolus Magnus 
(hence the Carolingian dynasty). On Christmas Day of the year 800, Pope Leo III crowned 
Charlemagne “emperor of the Romans.” In assuming the imperial title, Charlemagne chal- 
lenged the Byzantine emperor’s authority to act as the ultimate arbiter of Christian affairs. In 
fact, since his coronation coincided with the weakness of the papacy and a power crisis in 
Constantinople, where the empress Irene deposed her minor son Constantine VI, Charle- 
magne could now aspire to a leading role in church matters. Such was the burden of the cel- 
ebrated letter which Alcuin, Charlemagne’s closest adviser, addressed to his master in 799: 


There have hitherto been three persons of greatest eminence in the world, namely the Pope, 
who rules the see of St. Peter, the chief of apostles, as his successor—and you have kindly in- 


28. The term canonical is used here in preference to the more traditional terms orthodox or catholic which, because 
of their modem confessional connotation, may be misleading. 

29. St. Boniface (c. 673-754) was bom Winfrid (Wynfrith) in Wessex. An extremely energetic church leader, he or- 
ganized the Frankish church and set up the four Bavarian bishoprics of Regensburg, Freising, Salzburg, and Passau, which 
were to play a crucial role in the Christianization of Slavic Pannonia, Moravia, and Bohemia. In his letters and poems 
there are several harsh references to the western Slavs, with whom the Franks came into contact. 
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formed me of what has happened to him; the second is the Emperor, who holds sway over the 
second Rome [Byzantium]—and common report has now made known how wickedly the 
govemor of such an empire has been deposed, not by strangers but by his own people in his 
own city; the third is the throne on which our Lord Jesus Christ has placed you to rule over 
our Christian people, with greater power, clearer insight, and more exalted royalty than the 
aforementioned dignitaries. On you alone the whole safety of the churches of Christ depends. 
You punish wrong-doers, guide the straying, console the sorrowing, and advance the good. 
(Alcuin, 111) 


The strength of the Byzantines prevented Charlemagne from defying Constantinople’s 
prestige in the East. In the West, however, Charlemagne’s claim to sole imperial authority 
was not to be denied. The papacy, shorn of political power by Constantinople, found in 
Charlemagne a natural ally in the struggle to retain the leadership of the Christian world. But- 
tressed by the might of the Frankish state, it could now match its own authority against that 
of the Byzantines. What followed was an accentuation of the differences between the two ec- 
clesiastic powers and a polarization of their ideological positions. A parting of ways became 
inevitable. The Great Schism which was to split Europe asunder in 1054 was a logical con- 
clusion to a process symbolized by the festivities in the church of St. Peter in Rome on that 
fateful Christmas Day of the year 800.39 

The Slavs spreading south into the Balkans and west into Germany came face to face with 
the two imperial adversaries. Their lands provided the main arena in which the rivalry be- 
tween the Orthodoxy of Byzantium and the Catholicism of Rome and of the Frankish state 
was contested and in which it left the deepest scars. 


1,18. The Slavs in the Balkans. Procopius’ testimony. Jordanes’ apprehensive remarks 
(1.10) were fully justified. His contemporary, the great Byzantine historian Procopius (died 
ca. 562), had many opportunities to observe the Slavs at close range. As adviser of Belisar- 
ius, the able military leader of Emperor Justinian, Procopius in his various writings (De bel- 
lis, Historia arcana, De aedificiis) vividly described the Slavs’ crossing of the Danube and 
their destructive raids into Illiricum as they pushed toward the heartland of Byzantium. His 
account of the Slavs’ habits and beliefs deserves to be quoted at length: 


For these nations, the Sclaveni and the Antae, are not ruled by one man, but they have lived 
from of old under a democracy, and consequently everything which involves their welfare, 
whether for good or for ill, is referred to the people. It is also true that in all other, practically 
speaking, these two barbarian peoples have had from ancient times the same institutions and 
customs. For they believe that one god, the maker of the lightning, is alone lord of all things, 
and they sacrifice to him cattle and all other victims. . . . They reverence, however, both rivers 


30. Doctrinal estrangement of East from West has, to be sure, a much longer history. It centered around three reli- 
gious controversies, all of which originated in the eastern past of the empire: the Monophysite heresy (“Christ has a sin- 
gle nature”), which was tolerated by the emperors Zeno (474-491) and Justinian (527-565); the Monothelite heresy 
(“Christ has two natures but a single will”), which the emperdrs Heraclius I (610-641) and Constans II (641-668) viewed 
as an admissible compromise; and iconoclasm, which was the law under most of the Isaurian emperors in the eighth and 
ninth centuries. (For the filiogue controversy, which heated up in the ninth century, see 1.39.) Political tensions were of a 
more recent vintage. They may be said to have begun in the seventh and eighth centuries when Constantinople, beset by 
domestic strife and taxing wars, could no longer impose its authority in the West. Taking advantage of the weakness of 
imperial authority, the Papal Sec asserted its political independence by expanding its secular responsibilities and relying 
for military protection on the growing might of the Frankish state. 
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and nymphs and some other spirits, and they sacrifice to all these also, and they make their 
divinations in connection with these sacrifices. They live in pitiful hovels which they set up 
far apart from one another, but, as a general thing, every man is constantly changing his place 
of abode. When they enter battle, the majority of them go against their enemy on foot, carry- 
ing little shields and javelins in their hands, but they never wear corselets. Indeed, some of 
them do not wear even a shirt or a cloak, but gathering their trews up as far as to their private 
parts they enter into battle with their opponents. And both the two peoples have also the same 
language, an utterly barbarous tongue. Nay further, they do not differ at all from one another 
in appearance. For they are all exceptionally tall and stalwart men, while their bodies and hair 
are neither very fair or blond, nor indeed do they incline entirely to the dark type, but they are 
all slightly ruddy in color. And they live a hard life, giving no heed to bodily comforts, . . . 
they are continually and at all times covered with filth; however, they are in no respect base 
or evildoers, but they preserve the Hunnic character in all its simplicity. (Procopius, 269-273) 


1.19. John of Ephesus’ testimony. Toward the end of the sixth century, the Slavs pil- 
laged the length and width of the Balkan peninsula, unimpeded by the Byzantines, who were 
busy fighting the Persians in Armenia and Mesopotamia. John of Ephesus, a Syrian historian 
and a leader of the Monophysite heretics, described in his Ecclesiastical History the extent 
of Slavic penetration of the Balkans and in particular their settlement and acculturation in 
Thrace, Macedonia, and Greece: 


That same year [581]... was famous also for the invasion of an accursed people, called 
Slavonians, who overran the whole of Greece, and the country of the Thessalonians, and all 
Thrace, and captured the cities, and took numerous forts, and devastated and burt, and re- 
duced the people to slavery, and made themselves masters of the whole country, and settled 
in it by main force, and dwelt in it as though it had been their own without fear. . . . They still 
[584] encamp and dwell there, and live in peace in the Roman [Byzantine] territories, free 
from anxiety and fear, and lead captive and slay and burn: and they have grown rich in gold 
and silver, and herds of horses, and arms, and have learnt to fight better than the Romans, 
though at first they were but rude savages, who did not venture to shew themselves outside 
the woods and the coverts of the trees; and as for arms, they did not even know what they 
were, with the exception of two or three javelins or darts. (John of Ephesus, 432-433) 


1.20. Emperor Maurice’s Strategikon. The gravity of the problem presented by the in- 
vasion of the Slavs can be seen from a contemporary Byzantine war manual, Strategikon, at- 
tributed by most manuscripts to Emperor Maurice (r. 582-602). The author of the manual, 
faithful to the doctrine “know thine enemy,” provided an exhaustive and apparently impar- 
tial description of the Slavs. Here is an extensive excerpt from it: 


The nations of the Slavs and the Antes live in the same way and have the same customs. They 
are both independent, absolutely refusing to be enslaved or governed, least of all in their own 
land. They are populous and hardy, bearing readily heat, cold, rain, nakedness, and scarcity 
of provisions. They are kind and hospitable to the travelers in their country and conduct them 
safely from one place to another, wherever they wish. If the stranger should suffer some harm 
because of his host’s negligence, the one who first commended him will wage war against that 
host, regarding vengeance for the stranger as a religious duty. They do not keep those who are 
in captivity among them in perpetual slavery, as do other nations. But they set a definite pe- 
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riod of time for them and then give them the choice either, if they so desire, to return to their 
own homes with a small recompense or to remain there as free men and friends. They pos- 
sess an abundance of all sorts of livestock and produce, which they store in heaps. . . . Their 
women are more sensitive than any others in the world. When, for example, their husband 
dies, many look upon it as their own death and freely smother themselves, not wanting to con- 
tinue their lives as widows. They live among nearly impenetrable forests, rivers, lakes, and 
marshes, and have made the exits from their settlements branch out in many directions be- 
cause of the dangers they might face. They bury their most valuable possessions in secret 
places, keeping nothing unnecessary in sight. They live like bandits and love to carry out at- 
tacks against their enemies in densely wooded, narrow, and steep places. They make effec- 
tive use of ambushes, sudden attacks, and raids, devising many different methods by night 
and by day. Their experience in crossing rivers surpasses that of all other men, and they are 
extremely good at spending a lot of time in the water. Often enough, when they are in their 
own country and are caught by surprise and in a tight spot, they dive to the bottom of a body 
of water. There they take long, hollow reeds they have prepared for such a situation and hold 
them in their mouths, the reeds extending to the surface of the water. Lying on their backs on 
the bottom they breathe through them and hold out fof many hours without anyone suspect- 
ing where they are. ... They are armed with short javelins, two to each man. Some also have 
nice-looking but unwieldy shields. In addition, they use wooden bows with short arrows 
smeared with a poisonous drug which is very effective. . .. Owing to their lack of govern- 
ment and their ill feeling toward one another, they are not acquainted with an order of battle. 
They are also not prepared to fight a battle standing in close order, or to present themselves 
on open and level ground. If they do get up enough courage when the time comes to attack, 
they shout all together and move forward a short distance. If their opponents begin to give 
way at the noise, they attack violently; if not, they themselves tum around, not being anxious 
to experience the strength of the enemy at close range. They then run for the woods, where 
they have a great advantage because of their skill in fighting in such cramped quarters. Often 
too when they are carrying booty they will abandon it in a feigned panic and run for the woods. 
When their assailants disperse after the plunder, they calmly come back and cause them in- 
jury. ... They are completely faithless and have no regard for treaties, which they agree to 
more out of fear than by gifts. When a difference of opinion prevails among them, either they 
come to no agreement at all or when some of them do come to an agreement, the others quickly 
go against what was decided. They are always at odds with each other, and nobody is willing 
to yield to another. (Maurice, 120-122) 


1.21. Theophylact Simocatta’s History. A curious case of three Slavic pacifist musi- 
cians is reported by the historian Theophylact Simocatta, who was the imperial secretary un- 
der Heraclius (r. 610-640). In this capacity he had knowledge of Avar and Slavic matters and 
mentioned them in his eight-volume Historiae. The incident described below happened in 
595. Its protagonists were most probably Pomeranian Slavs who chose not to help the Avar 
kagan in his war against Byzantium: : 


Three men, Sclavenes by race, who Were not wearing any iron or military equipment, were 
captured by the emperor’s bodyguards. Lyres were their baggage, and they were not carrying 
anything else at all. And so the emperor enquired what was their nation, where was their al- 
lotted abode, and the cause of their presence in the Roman lands. They replied that they were 
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Sclavenes by nation and that they lived at the boundary of the western ocean [probably the 
Baltic]; the Chagan [kagan] had dispatched ambassadors to their parts to levy a military force 
and had lavished many gifts on their nation’s rulers; and so they accepted the gifts but refused 
him the alliance, asserting that the length of the journey daunted them, while they sent back 
to the Chagan for the purpose of making a defence these same men who had been captured; 
they had completed the journey in fifteen months; but the Chagan had forgotten the law of 
ambassadors and had decreed a ban on their return; since they had heard that the Roman na- 
tion was much the most famous . . . for wealth and clemency, they had exploited the oppor- 
tunity and retired to Thrace; they carried lyres since it was not their practice to gird weapons 
on their bodies, because their country was ignorant of iron and thereby provided them with a 
peaceful and troublefree life; they made music on lyres because they did not know how to 
sound forth on trumpets. (Theophylact Simocatta, 160) 


1.22. The siege of Constantinople in 626. The Paschal Chronicle. The beginning of 
the seventh century saw the Slavs occupy and plunder Salona, the largest city on the Dal- 
matian littoral.?'! The Latin-speaking population of the region managed to retain control over 
a narrow strip of the coast, including the cities of lader (Zadar), Traugurium (Trogir), Spala- 
tum (Split), Ragusa (Dubrovnik) and Dyrrachium (Durazzo). But the most daring foray of 
the barbarian forces against Byzantium came in 626, when Constantinople found itself un- 
der a simultaneous attack by the combined Avar and Slav forces from the north and a Persian 
army encamped across the Bosphorus. The city was saved by the Byzantine fleet, which pre- 
vented the linkup of the besiegers. The Slav monoxyla, or canoes made of hollowed-out tree 
trunks, were no match for the well-equipped imperial navy. The carnage that followed the 
Slav attempt to reach the Persians was described in the so-called Paschal Chronicle 
(Paskhalion or Chronicon Paschale), compiled soon after the debacle: 


On that Sunday (August 3, 626] the accursed kagan went to Khalai [today’s Bebek] and put 
in the sea the monoxyia which were to cross to the other side [of the Bosphorus] and bring 
him the Persians in accordance with their promise. When this became known our naval ves- 
sels accompanied by light boats set out on the same day to Khalai, despite an unfavorable 
wind, in order to prevent the monoxyla from reaching the other shore. . . . Neither on Sunday 
night nor at daybreak on Monday did their boats manage to deceive our watches and cross 
over to the Persians. All the Slavs who came in the monoxyla were thrown into the sea or were 
slaughtered by our people. (Paschal Chronicle, 1013-1014) 


The Byzantine victory at the walls of Constantinople freed the capital from immediate 
danger but could not stave off the Slav conquest of the Balkans. By the mid-seventh century 
most of the peninsula down to the Peloponnesus was dotted with Slav settlements, known to 
the Byzantines as the Sclaviniae. Only some coastal cities such as Ragusa, Thessalonica, 
Athens, or Patras escaped the Slav occupation. Isidor, the archbishop of Seville (ca. 
3560-636), recorded in his Chronica that in the sixteenth year of the reign of Heraclius “the 
Slavs took Greece away” from the Byzantines.>2 


31. Pope Gregory the Great (590-604) mentioned the presence of the Slavs in Dalmatia and Istria and expressed 
anxiety about their proximity to Haly. 

32. The siege of 626 was mentioned also by the Byzantine poet George of Pisidia (first half of the seventh century) 
in his poems Bellum avaricum and Heraclias and by Nicephorus (c. 750-829) in his Concise History. 
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1.23. The Croats and Serbs. The testimony of Constantine Porphyrogenitus. To help 
contain the Avar and Slav pressure upon IIliricum, Heraclius enlisted the help of two pagan 
tribes, the Croats dwelling in White Croatia north of the Carpathians and the Serbs settled in 
White Serbia north of the Sudeten mountains along the middle course of the Elbe. Here is 
how Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus (r. 944-959) described these events in his his- 
torical treatise known as De administrando imperio:33 


The Croats [Khrdbdtoi] who now live in the region of Dalmatia are descended from the un- 
baptized Croats, also called ‘white’, who live beyond Turkey [Pannonia, where the Turkic 
Huns and Avars dwelled) and next to Francia [the realm of the Franks], and have for Slav 
neighbors the unbaptized Serbs [Sérbioi]. . . . These same Croats arrived to claim the protec- 
tion of the emperor of the Romans Heraclius before the Serbs claimed the protection of the 
same emperor Heraclius, at that time when the Avars had fought and expelled from those parts 
[northwestern IIliricum] the Romani.* ... And so, by command of the emperor Heraclius 
these same Croats defeated and expelled the Avars from those parts, and by mandate of Her- 
aclius, the emperor, they settled down in that same country of the Avars, where they now 
dwell. (Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 147-149) , 


The Serbs are descended from the unbaptized Serbs, also called ‘white’, who live beyond 
Turkey in a place called by them Boiki [probably modern Bohemia, whose name derives from 
the Celtic tribe of the Boii] . .. When two brothers succeeded their father in the rule of Ser- 
bia, one of them, taking one half of the folk, claimed the protection of Heraclius [who] re- 
ceived him and gave him a place in the province of Thessalonica to settle in, namely Serbia, 
which from that time has acquired this denomination. . ... Now, after some time these same 
Serbs decided to depart to their own homes, and the emperor sent them off. But when they 
had crossed the river Danube, they changed their minds and sent a request to the emperor Her- 
aclius through the military governor then holding Belgrade, that he would grant them other 
land to settle in. And since what is now Serbia [and some lands in Bosnia, Hercegovina, and 
southem Dalmatia] were under the dominion of the emperor . . . , therefore the emperor set- 
tled these same Serbs in these countries. (Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 153~155) 


The stem xyvat- used in the ethnic designation of the Croats, though widespread through- 
out Slavic territory, appears to be Iranian in origin. The etymology of srb-, from which the 
tribal name of the Serbs is derived, has not been determined with certainty. It lives on to 
this day in the name Serbja ‘Sorbs’, who constitute a small Slavic enclave in eastern Ger- 


many (1.7). 
1.24. The Bulgars. Theophanes the Confessor’s testimony. Slavicization was also 


the lot of the Bulgars, a Turkic tribe which in the mid-seventh century began to migrate from 
the Kuban region of southern Russia, first to the delta of the Danube and then south of the 


33. The reliability of Constantine's account of the settlement of the Croats and Serbs in the Balkans has had its sup- 
porters and detractors (see Jenkins et al., eds. 1962:95-101). 

34. The terms Romans and Romani are meant to render the Byzantine Greek distinction between Rhdmdioi ‘Greek- 
speaking Byzantines’ and RAdmdnoi *Latinized inhaBitants of Dalmatia’, This translation, however, may be confusing, 
for the term Romans has habitually been used to designate the Latin-speaking citizens of Rome. It might be advisable, 
therefore, to follow the native usage and translate Rhdmdioi as ‘Romaei’ and Rkdmanoi as ‘Romani’ or ‘Romans’. The 
term Romaei would accord with the usage in other languages (Russian romdi, Italian Romei) without detracting from the 
Byzantine insistence on the empire’s Roman heritage and identity. 
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Danube, to Dobruja, where they settled amid the local Slavic population.*> Theophanes the 
Confessor (ca. 752-818), venerated among the Orthodox for his determined stand against 
the iconoclasts, described the Bulgarian conquest of Dobruja and the events leading up to it 
in his Chronographia under the year 6171 (679/680):3° 


Also, the Bulgarian people attacked Thrace at this time.... The ancient Great Bulgaria 
stretches from the Sea of Azov along the Kouphis river [probably the Bay of Taganrog]. .. . 
The Kotrigurs, who are related to the Bulgars, also live there. During the period when Con- 
stantine [IV, r. 668-685] was in the west, Krobatos, the lord of Bulgaria and the Kotrigurs, 
died. He left behind five sons. . . . A little while after his death these five sons separated from 
one another, along with the folk subject to each of them. [There follows an account of the fates 
of the two oldest and two youngest brothers.]} 

Now, the third brother, called Asparukh, crossed the Dnieper and the Dniester and 
reached the Oglos ... rivers [probably the delta of the Danube] . . . , settling between them 
and the Danube. He thought the location secure and invincible from all sides, for it was marshy 
ahead and surrounded by rivers in other directions. It provided his people, who had been 
weakened by their division, relief from their enemies. ... The Emperor Constantine was 
galled to lear that a foul, unclean tribe was living between the Danube and the Oglos, and 
that it had sallied forth to ravage the land near the Danube . .. He ordered all the thematic 
armies*’ to cross over into Thrace, equipped an expeditionary force, and moved against the 
Bulgars by land and sea, attempting to dislodge them by force. [There follows an account of 
the war against the Bulgars ending with the Byzantines fleeing in panic.] 

When the Bulgars saw this, they did pursue, putting many [Byzantines] to the sword and 
wounding others. They chased them to the Danube, crossed it, and came to Varna near Odys- 
sos and its hinterland. They saw that it was securely located: from behind because of the river 
Danube and from the front and sides because of the mountain passes and the Black Sea. When 
the Bulgars became the masters of the seven tribes of Sclavini in the vicinity, they resettled 
the Sebereis [probably the tribe of the Severi] . . . to the east, and the remainder of the seven 
tribes to the south and west up to the land of the Avars. Since the Bulgars were pagan at that 
time, they bore themselves arrogantly and began to assail and take cities and villages under 
the control of the Roman Empire [Byzantium]. The emperor had to make peace with them be- 
cause of this, and agreed to pay them an annual tribute. . . . Folk far and near were amazed to 
hear that the emperor, who had subjected everyone to himself, had been beaten by this newly 
arrived loathsome tribe. (Theophanes the Confessor, 55-57) 


The Byzantines, weakened by wars against Sassanid Persia and by continuous Avar and 
Slav incursions, had to resign themselves to losing a sizable chunk of their territory. In 681 
they recognized the existence of the new state and signed a peace treaty with its leader, Ka- 


35. A branch of the Bulgars settled near the confluence of the Volga and Kama rivers. This location made them an 
important link on the eastem trade route, which in the ninth and tenth centuries connected the Baltic and Caspian seas. 

36. Another famous iconodule who described the Bulgarian invasion of Dobruja was Nicephorus, the future patri- 
arch of Constantinople (806-8 15). 

37. In the seventh century the Byzantine empire was organized into districts called themes, each with its own capi- 
tal, administration, and army. The strategus of a theme was at the same time its govemor and military leader. The theme 
of Thrace was one of the earliest to be set up in order to defend the northem approaches to Constantinople against the Bul- 
gars. An administrative subdivision of the theme was the drungus (Gk. drofiggos), governed and commanded by a drun- 
gary. The father of Constantine and Methodius (1.31) was a drungary, presumably in the theme of Macedonia. 
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gan Asparuch. The establishment of a powerful state on the northern border of the empire al- 
tered radically the balance of power in Europe and for a time weakened Byzantium’s politi- 
cal influence among the Slavs. Linguistically, however, it turned out to be a boon to the Slavic 
population in the Balkans. From a culturally inferior group threatened with imminent Hel- 
lenization (the actual lot of the Slavs in Epirus, Thessaly, and the Peloponnesus), the Slavs 
became a linguistically dominant force among the Bulgarian newcomers. Within a few gen- 
erations, the Bulgars began to lose their Turkic linguistic identity, and from the ninth century 
on Bulgaria may be considered a Slavic state. This development had incalculable conse- 
quences for Slavic vernacular culture during its formative years in the second half of the ninth 
century. At that time Bulgaria was the only Slavic state powerful enough to resist both the 
Byzantines and the Carolingians. It thus became the natural breeding ground for Slavic 
letters. 


1.25. Christianity among the Balkan Slavs. The acceptance of Christianity by the Slavs 
is usually connected with the arrival of the Byzantine mission of Constantine and Methodius 
in Moravia in 863. Yet the Slavs must have become exposed to Christianity as soon as they 
overran the Balkan peninsula and came into contact with the local Christian population. As a 
matter of fact, according to Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Heraclius made an attempt to Chris- 
tianize the Slavic-speaking Croats and Serbs as soon as he brought them in to help the Byzan- 
tines in their fight against the Avars (Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 149 and 155).38 

Since Illiricum, the western part of the Balkan peninsula, was till 732 ecclesiastically sub- 
ject to the Roman patriarchate, it is not surprising that the early missionary activity of the 
Byzantines among the Balkan Slavs should be matched by similar efforts emanating from 
the West. In the seventh and eighth centuries these efforts must have been spearheaded by the 
Latin towns on the Adriatic such as Nona (Nin), where the first Croatian bishopric was to be 
founded in 850, Jader (Zadar), and Spalatum (Split), with its long Christian tradition. The 
main thrust of Westem missionary work among the Slavs, however, was naturally enough di- 
rected not at the Balkans but rather at Central Europe, where the Slavs reached the eastern 
confines of the Germanic possessions along the line connecting the mouth of the Elbe with 
the Adriatic. It is therefore the Central European Slavs that will now command our attention. 


1.26. Samo’s Slavic state in Central Europe. Fredegar’s testimony. It is likely that 
the western Slavs crossed the Oder and the Elbe in connection with the Avar attacks on Gaul - 
in 562 and 566, at the time of the invasion of the Balkans by the southern Slavs. The chron- 
iclers, however, do not confirm such an early Slavic presence in Central Europe. 

Our first source of information on the subject is an anonymous Merovingian chronicle at- 
tributed to Fredegar.*? It reports military encounters between the Franks and the Slavs in the 
region of Thuringia, from the first half of the seventh century on. It tells, in particular, of the 
creation of a Slavic state under the leadership of a renegade Frankish merchant named 
Samo,“ who led an uprising of several Central European Slavic tribes against the Avars. Af- 
ter helping the Slavs gain a victory, Samo stayed on to rule the tribal confederation. Here is 
an excerpt from Fredegar’s account of the Samo episode: 


38. See Dvomik 1964:88-91, 100, on this and other early Christian missions among the Croats and Serbs. 

39. The original part of the chronicle provides the history of the Franks from 584 till 642 and was composed in the 
mid-seventh century in Burgundy. It was later continued and brought up to 768, the year of Pepin the Short’s death. 

40. The name appears to be Celtic, which would indicate that Samo was a Gailo-Roman. Such an origin could ac- 
count for Samo’s vindictive sentiments against the Franks. 


22 - HISTORICAL SETTING 


In the fortieth year of Chlotar’s reign [Clotaire II, r. 584-629], a certain Frank named 
Samo... joined with other merchants in order to go and do business with those Slavs who 
are known as Wends, The Slavs had already started to rise against the Avars, called Huns,*! 
and against their ruler, the kagan. ... Every year the Huns wintered with the Slavs, sleeping 
with their wives and daughters, and in addition the Slavs paid tribute and endured many other 
burdens. The sons bor to the Huns by the Slavs’ wives and daughters eventually found this 
shameful oppression intolerable; and so . . . they refused to obey their lords and started to rise 
in rebellion. When they took the field against the Huns, Samo, the merchant, ... went with 
them and his bravery won their admiration: an astonishing number of Huns were put to the 
sword by the Wends. Recognizing his usefulness, the Wends made Samo their king; and he 
ruled them well for thirty-five years. Several times they fought under his leadership against 
the Huns and his prudence and courage always brought the Wends victory. Samo had twelve 
Wendish wives, who bore him twenty-two sons and fifteen daughters. (Fredegar, 39-40) 


Fredegar tells also of Samo’s military exploits against the Franks. In 630 Dagobert I 
(r. 628-638), the last great Merovingian ruler, demanded that Samo pay reparations for the 
many Frankish merchants robbed and killed by the Slavs. When Samo haughtily refused to 
comply, Dagobert 


ordered the raising of a force throughout his kingdom of Austrasia to proceed against Samo 
and the Wends. Three corps set out against the Wends. [There follows an account of the vic- 
tories of the Lombards and the Alemanni.}] Dagobert’s Austrasians, on the other hand, invested 
the stronghold of Wogastisburg [probably in Bohemia] . . . and were crushed in a three-day 
battle. And so they made for home, leaving all their tents and equipment behind them in their 
flight. After this the Wends made many a plundering sortie into Thuringia and the neighbor- 
ing districts of the kingdom of the Franks. Furthermore Dervan, the duke of the Sorbs, a peo- 
ple of Slav origin long subject to the Franks, placed himself and his people under the rule of 
Samo. (Fredegar, 57) 


Samo’s Slavic confederation did not survive its founder (he led it from 624 till 659). In 
fact, its abrupt disappearance from the records of history makes it difficult to determine its 
precise location. The scanty evidence available points to parts of Lusatia, Bohemia, Moravia, 
and Carantania. 


1.27. The Alpine Slavs. Paul the Deacon’s testimony. If Fredegar’s chronicle is our 
main source of knowledge on the early history of the Slavs living north of the Danube, the 
earliest information on the Slavs in the Alpine region between the Danube and the Adriatic— 
that is, in the East March (modern Austria), Carantania (Carinthia and Styria), and the Friu- 
lian March (Istria and eastern Venetia)—is provided by the Lombard historian Paul the Dea- 
con (ca. 720—ca. 790), one of the most learned men of his time. Paul’s six-volume Historia 
Langobardorum recounts the history of the Lombards from their legendary beginnings in 
Scandinavia to their settlement in Italy. It tells, among other episodes, of the maritime expe- 
dition that the Slavs mounted in 642 against Benevento, a Lombard duchy in southern Italy. 
Benevento was ruled at that time by Aio and his affined brothers, Radoald and Grimoald, 
both of whom were born and raised in Friuli (Forum Iulii). In Paul’s words, 


41. Contemporaneous sources consistently referred to the Avars as Huns. 
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the Slavs came with a great number of ships and set up their camp not far from the city of 
Sipontum (Siponto). They made hidden pit-falls around their camp and when Aio came upon 
them in the absence of Radoald and Grimoald and attempted to conquer them, his horse 
fell into one of these pit-falls, the Slavs rushed upon him and he was killed with a number of 
others. When this was announced to Radoald, he came quickly and talked familiarly with these 
Slavs in their own language. (Paul the Deacon, 199) 


This incident shows the extent of the Slavicization of the Friulian March in the seventh cen- 
tury. Radoald, a scion of an aristocratic Friulian Lombard family, must have leamed Slavic 
from the local population during his childhood and adolescence in Friuli.42 

Although Samo’s confederation was short-lived, the Alpine region of Carantania, which 
was its southernmost member, did enjoy a brief period of political independence. However, 
wedged between the Avars to the east, the Bavarians to the northwest, and the Lombards 
to the southwest, Carantania could not hope to preserve its freedom. Under Duke Boruta 
(r. ca. 743-748), the Carantanians (ancestors of today’s Slovenes) had to plead for Bavarian 
help against the marauding Avars. In exchange they submitted to Bavarian and, ultimately, 
Frankish sovereignty.** : 


1.28. The Carantanian mission. The testimony of the Conversio Bagoariorum et 
Carantanorum., Carantania’s political dependence upon the Bavarians brought about in- 
creased missionary efforts among the local Slavs. These efforts may have begun as early as 
the year 600, when the work of the Irish missions in nearby Bavaria could have spilled into 
Carantania. Definitely documented is the work of the Irish monk Virgil, who in 746/747 was 
appointed bishop of Salzburg. His evangelizing endeavors in Carantania earned him the des- 
ignation as the apostle of the Slovenes. It was under his guidance that Boruta’s son Gorazd 
(Cacatius) and his nephew Hotimir (r. ca. 751-769) adopted Christianity and helped to spread 
it among the Carantanian Slavs. 

The victories of Charlemagne and his son Pepin over the Avars in Pannonia (791-803) 
and the subsequent southeasterly expansion of the Carolingian empire offered new opportu- 
nities for Christian missions in Carantania. The missionary work proceeded from two cen- 
ters, the old patriarchate of Aquileia in the south and Salzburg in the north. Salzburg,which 
in 798 was promoted to the rank of archbishopric, instituted a training program for mission- 
aries aimed specifically at the conversion of the Slavs. It is probable that the Slavic prayers 
in the so-called Freising Fragments (3.41.5) are an example of a vernacular text prepared for 
use in such missionary schools. The intensity of the missionary efforts in Carantania led to 
disagreements between the metropolitan sees in Aquileia and Salzburg about the limits of 
their diocesan domains. The controversy was settled at the synod convened in 796 “‘on the 
banks of the Danube,” at which the river Drava was designated as the boundary between the 
rival churches. This division was ratified by Charlemagne during his visit to Salzburg in 803 
and again in 811 in Aachen. 

The vigor with which Salzburg engaged'in missionary work in Carantania led to a num- 


42. Pau! recounts an interesting story about his family's debt of gratitude to the Slavs. It appears that one of his di- 
tect ancestors, while escaping from Avar captivity, became lost in the woods. Faint with fatigue, he appealed to a Slav 
woman for help. She nursed him back to health, supplied him with provisions, and directed him back to Italy. 

43. Yet Carantania managed to retain a measure of political autonomy within the Frankish empire. It was symbol- 
ized by the use of a Slavic formula during the loca} ceremony of the installation of the German dukes, a custom that sur- 
vived into the fifteenth century; see Kuhar 1962:51-66. 
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ber of pagan revolts. These are mentioned in one of the most interesting documents of the 
period, the so-called Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum (Conversion of the Bavari- 
ans and Carantanians), commissioned in 870 by Archbishop Adalwin of Salzburg (859-873) 
in order to emphasize the role played by his diocese in the evangelization of the Carantanian 
Slavs. Here is how the Conversio presents the missionary activities emanating from Salzburg 
during the rule of the Carantanian dukes Hotimir and Waltunc“ and the pagan reactions to 
them: 


After some time the above-mentioned duke of the Carantanians [Hotimir] asked bishop Vir- 
gil to visit his people in order to fortify them in their faith. He [Virgil] could not do this in any 
way and, to instruct those people, he sent in his place his bishop, named Modestus, along with 
his priests, Watto, Reginbertus, Cozharius and Latinus, as well as the deacon Ekihardus with 
other clerics. He gave Modestus the right to consecrate churches and to ordain priests in ac- 
cordance with the canonical law, and he enjoined him from taking anything upon himself 
which would go against the decrees of the holy fathers. After they came to Carantania, they 
consecrated there the church of St. Mary and another one in the town of Liburnia and one ad 
Undrimas as well as in many other places.** Modestus remained there to the end of his life 
(ca. 765]. When he died, duke Hotimir again asked bishop Virgil to come to him if possible. 
The latter declined because a mutiny, which we call carmula,*© had begun. However, he de- 
cided to send there the priest, Latinus. Soon afterward, there was another uprising and the 
priest Latinus departed. After the carmula was settled, bishop Virgil sent there the priest 
Madalhohus and, after him, the priest Warmannus. After the death of Hotimir, another up- 
rising began and for several years there was no priest there, until their (Carantanian] duke 
Waltunc sent again to bishop Virgil and asked him to send priests. (Conversio, 42, 44) 


Pagan resistance notwithstanding, one may assume that by the end of the eighth century 
a considerable portion of Carantania was Christianized and ecclesiastically subject to the 
metropolitan see in Salzburg. 


1.29. The Aquileian mission. The Gospel of Cividale. Since Charlemagne’s 811 deci- 
sion, the missionary thrust from the patriarchate of Aquileia was supposed to be directed at 
the Slavic settlements south of the Drava. Nonetheless, as we learn from Chapter V of the 
vita of Methodius (1.34), the radius of the “Italian,” that is, Aquileian or Lombard evange- 
lizing efforts in the first half of the ninth century was still long enough to reach into Moravia. 
It is clear, however, that the missionary zeal of the Aquileian patriarchs was much weaker 
than that emanating from Salzburg. Patriarch Paulinus II (777-802), prodded by his English 
friend Alcuin, did engage in some missionary activity, but he did so on a much more limited 
scale than his Salzburg counterparts, the archbishops Virgil (746/747-784) and Amo 
(785-821). Paulinus’ successors, the patriarchs Ursus (803-811) and Maxentius (81 1-842), 
continued the evangelization of the Slavs, but little is known of its extent. 


44, The name Waltunc probably contains the root *vold- ‘rule’ which is frequent in Slavic first names; cf. Russian 
Church Slavonic Viadimir and its native hypocoristic modification Volédja with polnogtasie (2.35.c). 

45. None of the three churches mentioned in the Conversio has survived. The identity of the first two, however, can 
be established. Of these, St. Mary's church near Kamburg (Kmski Grad) is called Gospa Sveta (The Holy Lady) in Sloven- 
jan and Maria Saal in German. It was the first Slavic church to be consecrated, and it became the base of the Carantanian 
mission. 

46. This Popular Latin term was probably borrowed from OBa. karmala. lt spread also into Slavic, witness OCS 
kramola ‘uprising’ and OES}. koroméla ‘intrigue’ (Vasmer/Trubatev 1967:365-366). 
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Aquileia, however, offers an oblique source for the history of the Christian penetration 
into the Slavic lands. It is provided by the so-called Gospel of Cividale (Codex Aquileiensis), 
a sixth-century Latin evangeliary originally kept in one of the Aquileian monasteries. This 
gospel was believed to be much older than it actually was and to be endowed therefore with 
miraculous powers. Hence, many distinguished visitors or benefactors of the monastery ei- 
ther signed personally or had their names entered on the margins of the manuscript. Among 
these signatures there are more than 350 Slavic names, including such celebrities as the dukes 
Kocel and Pribina of Pannonia, Rostislav and Svatopluk of Moravia, Braslav and Trpimir of 
Croatia, and Tsar Boris/Michael of Bulgaria. 


1.30. Moravia and Pannonia in the ninth century. The Carolingian expeditions 
against the Avars led to a total destruction of the Avar state and to a dispersal of its popula- 
tion, creating a political vacuum in the basin of the middle Danube. The eastern part of this 
region up to the river Tisza (Theiss) was annexed by the expanding Bulgarian kaganate, the 
western sections of Pannonia passed under the Frankish jurisdiction as part of the East Mark 
within the Frankish system of marks or militarized frontier regions, and Bohemia became a 
Frankish vassal state. The only Slavic tribes that, for a while at least, succeeded in staying 
clear of either the Bulgarian or Frankish domination were settled north of the Danube, along 
the river Morava. Their state, which has come to be known as Moravia, enjoyed periods 
of political independence throughout the ninth century. Under its skillful rulers, Mojmir I 
(d. 846), Rostislav (r. 846-870), and Svatopluk (r. 871-894), Moravia extended its posses- 
sions in all directions. In 833, Duke Mojmir captured the Pannonian territories of his eastern 
neighbor, Duke Pribina of Nitra (modern Slovakia), and expelled him beyond the Danube to 
central Pannonia (modern Hungary). There were also Moravian thrusts into southern Poland, 
Bohemia, and parts of Silesia and Lusatia. Moravia’s status as a Central European power is 
reflected in the name Greater Moravia, given to it by Constantine Porphyrogenitus. Nonethe- 
less, the country remained within the political and ecclesiastic orbit of the Frankish state, and 
the Moravian ruling elite became Christian at the hands of the Bavarian clergy. 

Pannonia was also of interest to Byzantium, which alone among the powers of the area 
could claim the formerly Avar lands on the Danube as its historical patrimony. The politically 
complex situation of Pannonia was aggravated by its ill-defined ecclesiastic status. The other 
Slavic lands on the southeastern periphery of the Frankish empire had more or less well 
forged links with either the patriarchate of Aquileia or any of the four Bavarian dioceses es- 
tablished by Boniface in 739, Carantania with Salzburg and Freising, Bohemia with Re- 
gensburg, and Moravia with Passau. Pannonia, however, before the Great Migrations was 
within the ecclesiastic jurisdiction of Constantinople. Technically speaking, the Frankish 
missionaries operating there were treading on Byzantine turf. Thus, in the first half of the 
ninth century Pannonia, though formally Frankish, could still be considered an unorganized 
territory. Its political fate was not to be permanently resolved till the beginning of the tenth 
century, when it was seized by the invading Magyars. 

Moravia’s political and religious dependence on the Franks prompted Duke Rostislav to 
seek the establishment of an autonomous Moravian church under the direct jurisdiction 
of Rome rather than as part of the Bavarian ecclesiastic hierarchy. With this end in mind, 
Rostislav sent out a call for Slavic-speaking missionaries who could translate and preach the 
Gospel in Slavic in order to neutralize and eventually preempt the work of the German 
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clergy.*’ Rostislav’s initiative brought about what has tumed out to be the most momentous 
event in the cultural history of the Slavs, the arrival in Pannonia and Moravia in the fall of 
863 of a Christian mission led by two Slavic-speaking Greek churchmen, the brothers Con- 
stantine and Methodius. Constantine, who headed the mission despite being ten years 
younger than Methodius, is also known as Cyril (hence the term Cyrillo-Methodian), a name 
he assumed when he took the monastic vows shortly before his death. 


1.31. The Cyrillo-Methodian sources. The role and legacy of Constantine and Metho- 
dius in the development of Slavic letters, whether reflected in their own actions in connec- 
tion with the mission to Moravia or in the activities of their disciples and followers in other 
Slavic countries, have come to be known as the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. Our knowledge 
of the beginnings of that tradition comes from a variety of sources. 

The vitae or hagiographies (3.46) deal directly with the lives and accomplishments of the 
brothers and their associates and provide the bulk of our knowledge about them. Especially 
informative are their so-called extensive or full vitae (prostranbnaja Zitija), also known as 
the Pannonian Legends and referred to usually in Latin as Vita Constantini and Vita Methodii. 
The former exists in more than fifty copies, none, unfortunately, earlier than the fifteenth cen- 
tury, while the latter has come down to us in fifteen copies, the oldest of which is in the Us- 
penskij sbornik of the late twelfth or thirteenth century. (English translations are available in 
Kantor 1983 and Dujéev 1985.) 

Deriving from the extensive vitae are the abbreviated vitae found in liturgical synaxaria 
or prologues (prolo3i), as they are known in the East Slavic tradition (hence, prolozsnaja 
Zitija or prologue vitae).*® Some of them bring otherwise unknown details from the biogra- 
phies of the brothers. Thus, a thirteenth-century South Slavic prologue vita of Constantine 
and Methodius (the so-called Serbian Legend) identifies Methodius’ burial place as “the left 
side of the wall behind the altar of the Mother of God in the Moravian cathedral,” presum- 
ably in the Moravian capital of Velehrad. Other prologue vitae mention Kanaon (Kaon, Kain, 
Nain) as the Slavic location of the brothers’ activity. 

Confirming the information provided by the much more detailed Vita Constantini is the 
Latin vita of Constantine, Vita cum translatione s. Clementis, also known as the Italian Leg- 
end. It was written most probably by the bishop of Velletri, Gauderich, who is otherwise 
known for his participation in the ceremony of the ordination of the Slavic disciples brought 
by Constantine and Methodius to Rome. The /talian Legend provides a summary of the life 
of Constantine and a fairly detailed account of the story of the finding of St. Clement's relics 
and their translation to Rome. The usual view is that the /talian Legend derives from the Vita 
Constantini, the relation between the two texts, however, is a matter of some scholarly con- 
tention (Devos and Meyvaert 1955). It is possible that its author obtained his data either di- 
rectly from Constantine during the latter’s visit to Rome or indirectly from the papal secre- 
tary (bibliothecarius) Anastasius, who was Constantine’s friend and admirer. It is known, at 
any rate, that Anastasius translated Constantine’s Discourse on the Discovery and Transla- 
tion of the Relics of St. Clement (also called the Kherson Legend or Brevis Historia) into Latin 


47. Despite the traditional view according to which Rostislav’s appeal was sent specifically to the Byzantine em- 
peror Michael II, there is no reason to doubt the claim of Pope Hadrian II that it was originally addressed to the Holy See 
as well (1.36). 

48. The Slavic term prologs was derived metonymically from Gk. prélogos ‘preface’. 
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and mentioned it in his correspondence with Gauderich. The Discourse survives in a late 
Slavic translation (Vasica 1948). An outgrowth of the Italian Legend is the so-called Mora- 
vian Legend compiled in Bohemia in the twelfth century. 

A monument bearing directly on the careers of Constantine and Methodius and on the 
Bulgarian chapter of their mission is the so-called Bulgarian Legend or the vita of Clement 
of Ohrid, composed in Greek in the beginning of the twelfth century by the archbishop of 
Ohrid, Theophylact. Especially interesting is Theophylact’s account of the defeat and dis- 
persal of the Moravian mission following the death of Methodius.*9 A Church Stavonic trans- 
lation of the Bulgarian Legend has survived in several variants, the oldest of which is in a 
fourteenth/fifteenth-century codex kept in the State Public Library in Moscow. 

Another monument dealing with the dissolution of the Moravian mission, its transplan- 
tation to Bulgaria, and Moravia’s devastation (seen as a fulfillment of Methodius’ prophecy) 
is the prologue vita of Naum, one of the disciples of Constantine and Methodius. It has sur- 
vived in three Slavic and two Greek versions.°° 

Interesting, though historically unreliable, is a Bulgarian text of the fifteenth/sixteenth 
centuries called the Dormition of Cyril the Philosopher. It also derives from the extensive 
vita of Constantine but adds to it unverifiable Bulgarian’ episodes. Completely legendary is 
a late Bulgarian “autobiography” of Constantine, known as the Thessalonican Legend. 

Important persons and events in the history of the church are commemorated in liturgi- 
cal offices (sluZsby), which bring together different texts pertinent to the particular occasion. 
Some of the surviving variants of the offices for Constantine and Methodius go back to the 
twelfth century. Unfortunately, the poeticized form of the offices makes it difficult to evalu- 
ate the reliability of new information contained in them. Such a problem is posed, for in- 
stance, by a line in the office for Methodius (April 6) from the Dragan Menaeum (3.41.5) 
which maintains that before entering the monastery Methodius had been married: “Having 
left your family, your country, your wife and your children, . . . you chose to live in the wilder- 
ness with the holy fathers” (Lavrov 1930, 123). 

Artistically related to the offices are commemorative sermons or eulogies (poxvaly or 
poxvalbnaja slovesa). One such sermon, dedicated to Constantine and Methodius, has been 
attributed by many investigators to Clement of Ohrid. Two variants of the sermon have sur- 
vived, the oldest in the Uspenskij sbornik of the twelfth/thirteenth centuries. Its highly ornate 
prose may be seen from the following account of the ability and prowess with which the 
brothers stood up for Christianity during their encounter with the Khazars: 


Among the Saracens and the Khazars [Constantine and Methodius] were invincible, For just 
as David once destroyed the pride of the alien and laid him low with three stones symboliz- 
ing the Trinity, and cutting off his head with his sword earned the praise of the multitudes 
among the sons of Israel, so now these fathers who were servants and ministers of the trihy- 
postatic Divinity, finding themselves in the assembly of the Saracens and Jews, destroyed Is- 
lamic aberrations and Jewish iniquity with their own books and in their own language, cut- 
ting them down like weeds with a spiritual sword and burning them down with spiritual Grace. 
And they sowed the Divine Word like svheat on the field of their hearts and delighted all with 


49. An excerpt of the description of the altercation between the Slavic monks and Frankish clerics is given in 1.36. 
50. The fifteenth-century copy from the monastery of St. Zographos on Mt. Athos and the sixteenth-century copy 
from the National Library in Belgrade are available in Lavrov 1930 and in an English transiation in Dujéev 1985. 
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words flowing like honey. They openly preached the Divine Trinity which is without begin- 
ning, and taught that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit shine equally in one essence. 
And thus they caught them like fish with a net of words and baptized up to two hundred among 
the Khazar nobles, not counting women or children. (Lavrov 1930, 84) 


Historical writings are of course useful as sources of information (3.50). A brief history 
of the Moravian mission is included in the East Slavic Primary Chronicle under the year 898. 
It provides a laudatory summary of the missionary work of Constantine and Methodius, com- 
paring it to the apostolic activity of St. Paul. The concise entries on the brothers in the chrono- 
graphs also invoke St. Paul’s precedent.>! 

Among ancillary sources, the most important is the treatise On the Letters by the monk 
Khrabr, which extols the role of the brothers in the creation of the Slavic alphabet (3.49). In 
the preface to the Theology John the Exarch credits the work of Constantine and Methodius 
with being the inspiration of his own translation. The two earliest Slavic poetic compositions, 
the Preface to the Gospel and the Alphabet Prayer, testify to the reverence in which the newly 
invented Slavic letters were held (3.47). Three Latin communications of Anastasius provide 
a moving testimony of his admiration for Constantine's achievements. A letter from the pa- 
pal bibliothecarius may, in fact, have provided Bishop Gauderich of Velletri with some of 
the material for the /talian Legend (see above). 

Records of diplomatic exchanges contemporary with Constantine and Methodius capture 
the immediacy and the flavor of the historical drama as it unfolds, providing us with a view 
unobstructed by later, more or less legendary accretions. Especially important is the papal 
correspondence with the main personages of the period. The 869 letter from Pope Hadrian II 
to the dukes Rostislav, Svatopluk, and Kocel introducing Methodius as the new bishop of 
Pannonia and Moravia exists in a Church Slavonic translation in the Vita Methodii. Of the 
ten letters written in 873 by Hadrian’s successor, John VIII, five protest the imprisonment of 
Methodius in Swabia (to Adalvin, the archbishop of Salzburg; Paul of Ancona, the papal 
legate to Germany and Pannonia; Hermanrich, the bishop of Passau; Anno, the bishop of 
Freising; and King Carlomann). Two letters of John VIII addressed to Duke Svatopluk of 
Moravia deal with Methodius’ third trip to Rome in 880. The second of these letters (incipit 
Industriae tuae) confirms the pope’s sanction of the use of Slavic for services, biblical read- 
ings, and sermons. In the letter of 881 John VIII addresses Methodius himself in order to re- 
assure him that he has the pope’s full support. Two 885 letters from Pope Stephen V (VI) 
have also been preserved, forbidding the use of Slavic in the divine service but allowing it in 
sermons. (Selections from papal correspondence are given in 1.36.) 

In the Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum of 871 Archbishop Adalwin of Salzburg 
attempts to show the historical rights of his metropolis in Carantania [and Pannonia]. Large 
portions of this memorandum are quoted in 1.28 and 1.37. 


1,32. Early careers of Constantine and Methodius. Constantine and Methodius were 
bor in Thessalonica (Slavic Soluns) into the family of a well-to-do Byzantine drungary (see 
n. 37). Constantine, born in 826, was the youngest of the seven children in the family. Meth- 
odius was about ten years his senior. The countryside around Thessalonica was at that time 


51. A short account of the mission is included in the chronicle of the “Slavic kingdom" composed in the twelfth [7] 
century by an anonymous priest from Duklja and preserved in a seventeenth-century Latin version as the Presbyteri Dio- 
cleatis regnum Sclavorum. 
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predominantly Slavic, and it is fair to assume that the brothers grew up bilingual, with a quasi- 
native knowledge of the local Macedonian dialect of Slavic. 

From his youngest years, Constantine showed an exceptional aptitude and passion for 
learning, a trait which, later in life, was to eam him the epithet of Philosopher. His education, 
begun in Thessalonica, continued in Constantinople under the tutelage of two of the most 
outstanding scholars of the time, Leo the Mathematician and Photius, the future ecumenical 
patriarch (858-867 and 878-886). Constantine’s extraordinary intellectual achievements 
were recognized and appreciated in the capital; they eamed him the personal protection of 
the highest government official, Theoctistus the Logothete, who eventually offered him the 
position of librarian to the patriarch in the cathedral of St. Sophia. Constantine, however, pre- 
ferred a career of scholarship and, around the year 850, accepted a chair of philosophy at the 
University of Constantinople. 

Methodius’ early career is less well documented. We know that he embarked initially 
upon government service, accepting an appointment as archon of a Slavic archontate (kng- 
zZenije in the Church Slavonic of Uspenskij sbornik). The location of this Slavic district is a 
matter of conjecture. Perhaps it was in Methodius’ native region of Thessalonica, as Dvornik 
(1970:58) surmises, perhaps in some other region of the Byzantine empire, in one of the many 
Slavic provinces left over from the Slavic conquest of the Balkans two hundred years before. 
At any rate, it would seem logical that Methodius’ knowledge of Slavic was at least partly 
responsible for his selection. Methodius spent some twelve years in his post, but about 855, 
tired of the administrative career, he decided to don the monastic garb: 


He saw much disorderly tumult in this life and exchanged the desire of earthly darkness for 
heavenly thoughts. He did not wish to trouble his noble soul with transient matters. And find- 
ing the right moment, he gave up the governorship. And having gone to Olympus where holy 
fathers live, he had himself tonsured and clothed in black habit. And he humbly submitted to 
and fulfilled all the monastic rules and applied himself to the Scriptures. (Vita Methodii 3) 


In or about 856, probably as a consequence of political upheavals in the capital, Con- 
stantine relinquished his teaching post in Constantinople and joined Methodius in the 
monastery on Mt. Olympus, in Bithynia just across the Bosporus. However, the two broth- 
ers were not destined to dwell long in the tranquility of monastic life. Within three years of 
Constantine's arrival at Mt. Olympus, they had to embark on an arduous foreign mission 
which took them across the Black Sea and overland to the shores of the Caspian. That was 
the mission to the Khazars, which is described at length in the Vita Constantini52 


1.33. The mission to the Khazars. It appears that the Khazars, a Turkic people inhab- 
iting the plains between the lower Volga and the Don, were at that time uncertain which of 
the three great Wester religions to adopt, Judaism, Christianity, or Islam (Dunlop 1967). This 
dilemma prompted the kagan of the Khazars to ask for leamed Byzantine envoys who would 
be able to explicate the Christian doctrine to his.people and help them out of their quandary.*3 
Whereupon Emperor Michael III called upon Constantine to head the embassy to the Kha- 


52. After the completion of the mission to the Khazars, Methodius retumed to Mt. Olympus to assume the hegu- 
menship of the Polychron Monastery. 

53. Initial hesitation conceming which faith to adopt was a stock theme in accounts of Christian proselytizing ef- 
forts. Compare the tale of a similar difficulty experienced more than one Hundred years later by the Kievan Slavs, as re- 
ported in the Primary Chronicle. 


3% - HISTORICAL SETTING 


zars “to preach and answer for the Holy Trinity . . . for no one else is capable of doing this 
properly” (Vita Constantini 8). When Constantine agreed to undertake the mission, Metho- 
dius volunteered to accompany his younger brother. 

The Byzantine embassy reached the Crimea in 860 and spent the winter in the Greek 
colony of Kherson (Khersones) on the southwest shore of the peninsula. During his short stay 
there, Constantine is said to have displayed uncommon linguistic gifts. Preparing himself for 
the forthcoming meeting with the Khazars, he leamed Hebrew, translated a Hebrew gram- 
mar, and taught himself to understand Samaritan scriptures. He also learned a language whose 
identity, unfortunately, cannot be established with certainty but which is variously understood 
to be Semitic, Slavic, or Germanic (3.5). 

Constantine’s most important achievement during his stay in Kherson was the recovery 
of the holy relics of St. Clement, the third bishop of Rome (88-977), who was believed to 
have died a martyr’s death in the Crimea. Although this belief appears to be apocryphal,>4 a 
part of the relics accompanied the brothers on their future mission to Moravia and was even- 
tually deposited by them in the basilica of St. Clement in Rome, the church in which Con- 
stantine (by then, Cyril) was to be buried in 869.>> 

The Vita Constantini tells us that Constantine and Methodius traveled to Khazaria by way 
of the Sea of Azov and the Caspian Gates of the Caucasian Mountains. It is silent, however, 
on the precise location of the meeting with the Khazar elders and their kagan. Most authori- 
ties assume that the meeting took place in the summer residence of the kagan in Samander, 
near today’s Derbent, on the western shore of the Caspian Sea (Dvomik 1970:67-68). 

On the other hand, the debates that took place at a series of meetings are described at con- 
siderable length and in great detail. Constantine was called upon to defend and justify Chris- 
tianity against the arguments proffered mainly by the local Jews. The deliberations covered 
such doctrinal matters as the dogma of the Holy Trinity, the Immaculate Conception, cir- 
cumcision, Jesus as the Messiah, the worship of images, and the dietary laws. The Vita Con- 
stantini expatiates on Constantine’s theological learning and debating skills, which allowed 
him to defeat his Jewish and Moslem opponents. In the words of one of the participants of 
the disputations, “With God’s help this guest has cast the entire pride of the Jews on the 
ground, while [the pride of the Saracens] has he cast to the other side of the river like filth” 
(Vita Constantini 11). Constantine departed from Khazaria accompanied by two hundred 
Greek captives freed upon his request by the grateful kagan. He also carried a letter from the 
Khazar kagan to the Byzantine emperor: “Lord, you have sent us a man who in word and 
deeds has shown us that the Christian faith is holy. Having convinced ourselves that it is the 
true faith, we have urged all to be baptized voluntarily in the hope that we too will attain it. 
We are all friends of your Empire and are ready to serve you wherever you require it” (Vita 
Constantini 11).56 


1.34. The background of the Moravian mission. Rostislav’s diplomatic appeal for 
Slavic-speaking missionaries arrived in Constantinople around 860. It was carefully worded 
So as not to offend the sensibilities of the Bavarian clergy. It cited the presence in Moravia 


54. There may have been some loca! martyred saint called Clement whom popular tradition confused with the pope 
(Dvomik 1970:66-67). 

55, According to the Primary Chronicle, the Kievan duke Vladimir transferred the other part of the relics from Kher- 
son to Kiev on the occasion of the baptism of Rus’ in 988. 

56. The kagan's assurances notwithstanding, the Khazars adopted Judaism as their state religion. 
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of missionaries from many lands, including Byzantium, and the resulting confusion: ““We 
have prospered through God’s grace, and many Christian teachers have come to us from 
among the Italians, Greeks, and Germans, teaching us in various ways. But we Slavs are sim- 
ple people [prosta gdb], and have none to instruct us in the truth and explicate it. Therefore, 
Good Lord, send such a man who would teach us the whole truth” (Vita Methodii 5). It also 
contained a request for missionaries willing to teach the Gospel in the vernacular rather than 
in Latin, a practice that was common in the Eastern churches (Armenian, Coptic, and Syr- 
jac) but totally unprecedented in the West: “Though our people have rejected paganism and 
observe Christian law, we do not have a teacher who would explain to us in our language the 
true Christian faith so that other countries which look to us might emulate us” (Vita Con- 
stantini 14). 

The invitation was addressed to the youthful emperor Michael III (r. 842-867), but the 
decision to act on it was certainly not his alone. The actual rulers of Byzantium at that time 
were the emperor’s uncle Bardas Caesar and the patriarch of Constantinople, Photius. It was 
most probably the latter who selected his former pupil to head the mission to Moravia.>’ Con- 
stantine’s accomplishments in Khazaria and his well-known linguistic skills made him an ob- 
vious choice. It was soon to be vindicated: “And, following his old habit, the Philosopher 
went and gave himself up to prayer together with his other disciples. And God, who hearkens 
to the prayers of his servants, soon appeared to him. And he immediately devised the letters 
and began to write the words of the Gospel: ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God,’ and so on” (Vita Constantini 14). 

The selection of the beginning of the Gospel of St. John for Constantine’s first transla- 
tion into Slavic is, of course, not accidental. On the one hand, it points up the linguistic and 
inspirational nature of Constantine’s efforts. On the other, it probably reflects the order of 
Constantine’s translating enterprise, for the first item on the mission’s agenda was to provide 
the Moravians “with all the Scriptures which were considered necessary for church service” 
(Italian Legend 7).*® One such liturgical book is the evangeliary or Sunday Gospel, in which 
Gospel texts are arranged for reading on Sundays and church holidays (3.41.1). The fact is 
that Byzantine evangeliaries always begin with the first words of John.*? 

Though the language of the first translations prepared by Constantine and Methodius 
must have reflected the peculiarities of the dialect of their native Thessalonica, it is safe to 
assume that in the brothers’ lifetime the linguistic differences among the various Slavic 
provinces were negligible. In the mid-ninth century one may still talk of the various dialects 
of Proto-Slavic rather than of different Slavic languages. It is therefore perfectly natural to 
expect the Slavic translations executed by the brothers to be readily intelligible in Moravia. 

Having prepared the necessary liturgical texts, the mission departed for Moravia with 
gifts, the purported relics of St. Clement, and an introductory letter to Duke Rostislav in 
which the emperor set forth the doctrinal justification for the newly invented Slavic alphabet 
and for the place of Slavic in divine service: 


$7. Vita Constantini 14 is careful to note the collective nature of the decision attributed to the emperor: “together 
with his uncle, Bardas” and “together with his counsellors.” 

58. The fact that not ail the Scriptures were translated initially is confirmed in Vita Methodii 15, where we are told 
of Methodius’ work on additional! translations following those which he and Constantine had completed carlier. 
59. So begins the Codex Assemanianus, the oldest Slavic evangeliary. 
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God, who will have all men to come unto the knowledge of the truth [1 Tim. 2:4] and to as- 
pire to greater dignity, having seen your faith and your diligence, has accomplished it now, 
revealing letters for your language in our time (this was never accomplished before, except 
in the years of old), so that you too may be counted among the great nations which praise God 
in their own language. And, therefore, we have sent you the one to whom God revealed them, 
a righteous and pious man, very leamed and a philosopher. And now, accept this gift which 
is greater and dearer than all the gold, and silver, and precious stones, and fleeting riches. And 
strive zealously together with him to strengthen this word and to seek God with all your heart. 
And do not reject universal salvation but urge all men not to tarry but to take the true path. So 
that you too, having brought them by your deed to divine understanding, will receive for it 
your reward, in this age and in the coming one, for all the souls wishing to believe in Christ 
our God, now and evermore, bequeathing your memory to future generations like the great 
emperor Constantine. (Vita Constantini 14) 


The Moravian mission generated intense missionary efforts and complex diplomatic ma- 
neuvers which for a quarter of a century thrust the Slavs into the very midst of European pol- 
itics. Its history falls into two periods, the first associated with the name of Constantine, the 
second with that of Methodius. 


1.35. The Constantinian period. Constantine and Methodius arrived in Moravia in 
862/863, bearing with them a set of liturgical books which they had translated into Slavic and 
transcribed in the new Slavic alphabet devised by Constantine. It is clear, however, from the 
account in the Vita Constantini that their reception was less than cordial and that the work of 
the mission proceeded with difficulty. Franko-Bavarian clergy defended their prerogatives 
vigorously and attacked the brothers for transgressing against the custom, hallowed in the 
Western church, of glorifying God in three languages only, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin. Con- 
stantine tried to stand his ground, but to no avail. After forty months of work the brothers left 
Moravia, their departure hastened by the hostile attitude of the German clergy, the deeply 
rooted paganism of the native population, and an indecisive posture of Rostislav, who had 
been weakened by a recent (864) defeat at the hands of the Franks and Bulgarians. The os- 
tensible purpose of their trip was the ordination of their Moravian disciples. 

The brothers’ first stop was Mosaburg (local Slavic Blatograds), the capital of Pannonia 
on Lake Balaton. The mission’s reception there appears to have been much warmer than in 
the neighboring Moravia. The Pannonian duke Kocel, son of Duke Pribina, welcomed the 
brothers with honors and “taking a great liking to the Slavic letters, learned them himself and 
supplied some fifty students to study them” (Vita Constantini 15), As a result of Kocel’s sup- 
port, the brothers were able to accomplish more during their seven-month stay with friendly 
Kocel than during their much longer stay in largely hostile Moravia. 

Stopping in Venice, the brothers engaged in a disputation on the propriety of using Slavic 
in divine worship. Advancing the by now familiar arguments, the church leaders gathered 
there fell upon Constantine “like ravens upon a falcon,” insisting that Hebrew, Greek, and 
Latin were the only languages in which “it was appropriate to praise God in the Scriptures.” 
Constantine’s lengthy condemnation of the “trilingual” or “Pilatian” heresy®! takes up most 
of chapter 16 of the Vita Constantini. His rebuttal, leaning frequently on the authority of the 


60. Neither Constantine nor Methodius had the requisite episcopal rank to perform the ordination. 
61. Referring to Pilate’s order to use Greek, Latin, and Hebrew for the inscription on the cross of the Lord's Passion 
(Luke 23:38). 
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Bible, ends with the words of the apostle Paul: “And that every tongue should confess that 
Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father” (Phil. 2:11). 

From Venice the brothers proceeded to Rome, summoned there by Pope Nicholas I to an- 
swer charges preferred against them by the Bavarian clergy. By the time they arrived, how- 
ever, Nicholas had died (November 13, 867) and it was his successor, Hadrian II, who re- 
ceived them. There is little doubt that this happenstance worked in the brothers’ favor. 
Nicholas’ animus against the ecumenical patriarch Photius, who had called for the pope’s 
ouster, colored his policy toward Byzantium. The reception of Constantine and Methodius, 
who were Photius’ protégés, would have surely been affected by it. By contrast, Hadrian II, 
whose investiture coincided with the downfall of Photius, followed a much more concilia- 
tory line in his dealings with Constantinople, and the welcome he extended to the Greek vis- 
itors was most gracious. 

The initial stage of the brothers’ stay in Rome was taken up with the deposition of the 
relics of St. Clement and the ordination of the Slavic disciples of Constantine and Methodius 
performed by the bishops Formosus and Gauderich.®? The pope, mindful of the potential 
value of the Slavic mission in his attempt to preserve and extend Rome’s influence in Cen- 
tral Europe, surrounded the brothers with hospitality. He accepted and blessed a set of Slavic 
scriptures and had them deposited in the Church of St. Mary of the Manger while permitting 
Slavic services to be celebrated in a number of Roman churches. Also, the papal bibliothe- 
carius Anastasius gave ample proof of his personal friendship for the brothers. He translated 
Constantine’s Discourse on the Discovery and Translation of the Relics of St. Clement (1.31) 
into Latin and, in his correspondence, expressed great admiration for Constantine as a scholar 
and writer. In a letter to Gauderich written in 875 Anastasius professed his own inadequacy 
to the task of translating Constantine: 


Two of his [Constantine’s] works, namely the aforementioned Brief History [the Discourse] 
and one declamatory sermon [a eulogy to St. Clement] translated by us in language which is 
coarse and which lags far behind the splendor of his eloquence, I commit to your paternal 
kindness . . . so that you would polish them with the grinding stone of your judgment. How- 
ever, I did not translate one scroll of a hymn which that same philosopher composed to the 
glory of God and of the blessed Clement because a Latin translation would have produced 
now fewer, now more syllables and would not have rendered fittingly and resonantly the har- 
mony of the hymn. (Anastasius to Gauderich, 65-66) 


In Rome Constantine took the monastic vows and assumed the name of Cyril. Constan- 
tine/Cyril died in Rome on February 14, 869, at the age of forty-two. On his deathbed he 
pleaded with his older brother: ““We have been harnessed together plowing the same furrow. 
Now, ending my days, I have fallen in the field. Although you have a great love for the moun- 
tain [the monastery on Mt. Olympus], do not for the sake of the mountain abandon your teach- 
ing, for it offers a surer way to salvation” (Vita Methodii 7). 

Constantine was buried in the Church of St. Clement in Rome. However, as we find out 
from the Italian Legend, this was not the resting place that Methodius originally had envi- 
sioned for his brother: — 


62. Formosus, bishop of Porto (Ostia) and future pope, had just returned from a mission to Bulgaria where he must 
have had some exposure to Slavic, Nonetheless, according to Vita Methodii 6, he too “was afflicted with the (Pilatian or 
trilingua!) disease.” Gauderich, bishop of Velletri, whose cathedral church was dedicated to St. Clement, had an under- 
standable interest in the brothers and the relics brought by them to Rome (Dvomik 1970:140). 
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The Holy Father decreed that all the clerics, both Greek and Roman, should come to 
[Constantine-Cyril’s) funeral with psalms and songs, with candles and incense, and should 
render him the last service equal to that of the Pope. 

Then his aforementioned brother Methodius approached the Holy Father and falling to 
his knees said: “I think it proper and necessary to tell your Holiness... that when we were 
leaving our home for the task which with divine help we have performed, our mother entreated 
us tearfully that, if one of us should pass away before our return, the surviving brother should 
bring the defunct brother back to his monastery in order to bury him there in a worthy and 
proper manner. May then your Holiness allow my wretched self to fulfil this duty, lest it seem 
that I go against maternal supplications and appeals.” The Pope did not like this, but he found 
it rather difficult to oppose such a request and wish. Having carefully placed the dead body 
in a marble casket and having sealed it with his own seal, he gave [Methodius] the permis- 
sion to depart after seven days. Then the Roman clergy gathered and, after taking counsel with 
the bishops and cardinals, as well as city nobility, they began saying: “O, venerable Father 
and Lord, it seems to us very inappropriate that you should allow for any reason to move to 
another land such a magnificent man through whose merit our city and church recovered such 
a precious treasure and whom, because of his great piety, God has deigned to bring here from 
such far-away and foreign lands and take him from here to His kingdom. But, if you permit, 
may he be buried here because it is altogether appropriate that a man of such glory and fame 
should have an honored place of burial in this most famous city.” This counsel pleased the 
Pope and he decreed that (Constantine-Cyril] be laid to rest in the basilica of St. Peter, of 
course, in his own sepulchre. 

Methodius, realizing that his plan had failed, asked again: “I beseech you, my lords, since 
you are not of the mind to grant me my request, let him be laid to rest in the church of St. 
Clement whose body he recovered with much difficulty and zeal and brought here.” The most 
Holy Prince granted this request, and in the presence of a great many clergymen and people, 
thanking God with hymns and panegyrics, with inordinate joy and much reverence, they 
placed him in the specially prepared sepulchre in the basilica of St. Clement to the right of 
[St. Clement’s] altar, in the marble casket in which he had been placed by the aforementioned 
Pope. (italian Legend 63-64) 


1.36. The Methodian period. Obeying Constantine’s admonition, Methodius resolved 
to go back to missionary activity. This time, however, he was returning to the field with the 
full backing of the pope, who was alarmed by the East Frankish push into Moravia and the 
growing ambitions of the Bavarian church, which threatened to become the major force in 
ecclesiastic matters in Central Europe. The new Slavic church offered excellent opportuni- 
ties in this tug-of-war. To strengthen Methodius’ hand, Hadrian II decided to invoke an ad- 
ministrative precedent dating back to the era before the Hunnic and Avar invasions. In those 
days Pannonia, as part of Illiricum, was under the ecclesiastic jurisdiction of Rome and was 
governed by a bishop whose episcopal see was in Sirmium on the Sava. Now, Hadrian raised 
Sirmium to the rank of an archbishopric and consecrated Methodius as its first incumbent, 
with authority over all of Pannonia and, possibly, Moravia as well. © By this act the pope 
challenged the authority of the Bavarian church over these lands, especially of the dioceses 
of Salzburg and Passau. 


63. As the pope said in his answer to Koce!’s request for Methodius: “I send him not only to you alone but to all the 
Slavic lands” (Vita Methodii 8). 
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A few months after Constantine/Cyril’s death, Methodius visited Pannonia briefly and in 
870 returned there for good to fulfil his new episcopal duties. He bore with him an introduc- 
tory letter (Gloria in excelsis) from Hadrian to the dukes Rostislav, Svatopluk, and Kocel 
which referred to Rome’s ecclesiastic rights in Central Europe. The pope justified his current 
sponsorship of Methodius by recalling that the original request for a Slavic mission for 
Moravia was addressed not just to Constantinople but also to the Holy See. He also invoked 
the authority of the Bible to defend the use of Slavic in liturgy: 


You have asked for a teacher not only from this Apostolic See but also from the pious em- 
peror Michael. And he sent you the blessed philosopher Constantine together with his brother, 
which we then could not do. And they [Constantine and Methodius], having learned that your 
countries belong to the Apostolic See, did not act in any way against the canon and came to 
us bearing the relics of St. Clement. And we, deriving threefold joy therefrom, considered the 
matter and decided to send to your lands our son Methodius, a man perfect of mind and true 
of faith, having ordained him and his disciples, to teach you as you have requested and to ex- 
plain fully the Scriptures in your language according to all the rules of the Church, with the 
Holy Mass, that is, the liturgy, and the baptism, as Constantine the Philosopher had begun 
through the grace of God and the prayers of St. Clement. And also, if anyone else can preach 
correctly and truly, let this be deemed holy and be blessed by God, by us, and by the entire 
ecumenical and apostolic church so that you would readily learn God’s commandments. But 
observe this one custom—during the mass read the Apostol and the Gospels, first in Latin and 
then in Slavic, so that the word of the Scriptures may be fulfilled: O praise the Lord, all ye 
nations [Ps. 117:1], and elsewhere: Ail will proclaim in different tongues the greatness of God, 
as the holy Spirit gave them utterance [Acts 2:4, 11], and if anyone of the teachers gathered 
among you, having itching ears and turning away from the truth to error (2 Tim. 4:34] will 
presume to corrupt you abusing the books in your tongue, let him be cut off. . . from the 
church till he mends his ways. (Vita Methodii 8)“ 


The Bavarian clergy did not take kindly to what they considered an arrogant tresspass 
and an unwarranted abridgment of their prerogatives in Central Europe. They saw that what 
began innocently enough as a small-scale Byzantine venture was now being tumed into a 
powerful instrument of papal diplomacy and an excuse to reduce their ecclesiastic dominion. 
Pannonia was of special importance to them, for that is where most of their missionary ac- 
tivity took place and where they felt they could justify their presence. It was for the purpose 
of such a legitimization that the treatise Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum (1.28) was 
produced. Reacting with vehemence to Methodius’ arrival at Kocel’s court, the Conversio re- 
called that the Bavarian rights in Pannonia could be traced back to Charlemagne, who, after 
the expulsion of the Avars, assigned the episcopal authority there “to the rector of the 
Salzburg church, namely to archbishop Amo and his successors, to hold and administer in 
perpetuity” (10). This situation, the document continued, did not change when the post-Avar 
lands were settled by the Slavs and Bavarians: In fact, the Conversio listed an uninterrupted 
succession of Bavarian priests in order to support the validity of the current Bavarian claims 
in Pannonia. The Bavarians also registeréd their dismay over the activities of Methodius: 


64. A similar but briefer version of this letter may be found in the eulogy (slovo poxvalano) for Cyril and Metho- 
dius by Clement of Ohrid. - 
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[After Dominicus, Swarnagel, and Altfrid, Archbishop Liupram] installed there Rihpald as 
the archpriest. The latter stayed there a long time, fulfilling his duties with competence as 
charged by his archbishop until, after the recent invention of Slavic letters, a certain Greek, 
Methodius by name, has with deceitful sophistry, slighted the Latin language, the Roman 
teaching and the authoritative Latin writings and in some sense discredited the mass, the 
Gospel and the church service for all the people who used to celebrate them in Latin. [Rih- 
pald] could not bear this and returned to Salzburg. (Conversio 12) 


Fortified by such claims, Bavarian clergy intensified their attacks on Methodius and the 
debate took on disturbingly bellicose tones. Methodius, secure in his knowledge that the pope 
was behind him, did not shrink from a gory metaphor. He warned his Bavarian foes not to 
covet the old boundaries “lest you spill your brains wishing to smash an iron mountain with 
your heads” (Vita Methodii 9). The Bavarians, however, had the might of the East Frankish 
army on their side. A successful military campaign against Moravia in 870 led by Carloman, 
governor of the Bavarian East Mark and son of Louis the German, king of Bavaria, resulted 
in the replacement of Duke Rostislav by his pro-Bavarian nephew Svatopluk. Rostislav was 
delivered to Louis the German, who had him blinded and imprisoned. Methodius himself was 
seized, summarily judged, and imprisoned for almost three years in a monastery in Swabia. 


1.37. The testimony of papal correspondence. Alarmed by this turn of events, the 
newly elected pope, John VIII (r. 872-882), sent protests to the secular as well as ecclesias- 
tic authorities in the area, Louis the German, Carloman, Archbishop Adalwin of Salzburg, 
and bishops Hermanrich of Passau and Anno of Freising. The pope’s letters, borne to their 
addressees by the papal legate Bishop Paul of Ancona, denied the implications of the Con- 
versio and expressed indignation over the actions of the Bavarian bishops. Preserved in the 
archives of the Holy See, these letters are the most reliable source of information on the his- 
tory of the Moravian mission. 

In the letter to Louis the German, John VIII tried to substantiate Rome’s view that Pan- 
nonia had been and still remained under the jurisdiction of the Apostolic See: 


If divine justice resides, as is proper, with your Excellency, your wisdom will be able to com- 
prehend from many different and clear indications that the Pannonian diocese has long been 
considered among the privileges of the Apostolic See. This is shown by synodal proceedings 
and demonstrated by written histories. However, because of the hostilities and animosities, 
the Apostolic See has not for a long time sent there a bishop, which has created doubts among 
the ignorant people. . . . Let no one seek succor in the passage of years® for the estate of the 
holy Roman church, which we serve according to the Divine Will and which is borne by the 
firm rocks of Peter’s steadfastness, is not delimited by any time and is not decided by any 
royal partition. (Papal correspondence, 67) 


Similar points were made in the letter instructing Bishop Paul of Ancona what to tell the 
Bavarians: “Not only in Italy and in other western provinces but in the territory of all of Il- 
liricum, the Apostolic See has habitually and for a long time administered consecrations, or- 
dinations, and dispositions, as proved by some registers and synodal records as well as by 
numerous charters of local churches.” 


65. This is a reference to the claim made in Conversio that for seventy-five years (that is, since Charlemagne’s vic- 
tory over the Avars) Pannonia had been under the jurisdiction of the archbishopric of Salzburg. 
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The passage of time, John VIII continued, should not affect the legal status of dioceses. 
He illustrated this contention with biblical precedents: the freeing of the Jews after 430 years 
of Egyptian bondage and the coming of Christ to redeem mankind after thousands of years 
of infernal torments. He then instructed Paul how to argue the case of Methodius: 


Tell them then: “I have been appointed to restore the [episcopal] see to him who during three 
years has suffered violence and not to pass judgment over the [status of] the diocese.” And 
truly, in accordance with the promulgated decrees, it is appropriate that [Methodius] first be 
given back the [office of] bishop and then be brought into [legal] negotiations. . . . And should 
Adalwin and Hermanrich wish to begin the trial of our bishop Methodius, tell them: “With- 
out a synodal decree you have condemned a bishop sent by the Apostolic See, you have kept 
him in prison, slapped him on the face, denied him the sacred ministry, and for three years 
kept him from his [episcopal] see, even though during these three years he appealed to the 
Apostolic See through very many envoys and letters. You have not deemed it appropriate to 
come to court, which you have always tried to evade. And now you intend to seek a judicial 
ruling without the Apostolic See, even though I have been sent to forbid you the practice of 
divine service as long as you prevent this venerable man from engaging in holy ministry and 
until he himself may, without reservations or questions, serve in the bishopric which has been 
entrusted to him. (Papal correspondence, 68) 


The pope also mentioned the case of Methodius in his letter to Carloman: “Since the Pan- 
nonian bishopric has been reestablished and returned to us, our aforementioned brother Meth- 
odius, who was ordained by the Apostolic See, should be allowed to perform freely his epis- 
copal duties in accordance with the ancient custom” (Papal correspondence, 67). 

The brunt of the pope’s displeasure, however, was reserved for his communications to 
the Bavarian bishops. Here is what John VIII had to say to Hermanrich of Passau: 


To bemoan your depravity we believe, like the prophet Jeremiah, a well of tears will not suf- 
fice. Would the cruelty of any layman, not to say a bishop, indeed of any tyrant, exceed your 
temerity? Would [it] go beyond your bestial ferocity when you imprisoned our brother and 
fellow bishop Methodius, tortured him for a long time in open air in sharpest cold and fright- 
ful rains, removed him from the affairs of the church which were entrusted to him, and went 
so far in your frenzy that you would have struck him with a horsewhip during a session of the 
council of bishops had you not been prevented by others? Is this, I ask, [fitting] for a bishop 
whose dignity, if exceeded, leads to greater misdeeds? A bishop attacking a bishop who had 
been consecrated by the Apostolic See and appointed its legate! We do not wish to try you 
now for what you have done so that we would not be forced to decide precipitously what is 
appropriate but, in accordance with the will of the almighty God and of the blessed princes 
of the apostles Peter and Paul, and by our own mediocre authority, we temporarily deprive 
you of [the right to participate in] the communion of Christ’s mysteries and of your fellow 
priests; and if you do not arrive in Rome with the present venerable bishop Paul or with our 
most saintly brother Methodius to be heard together with him, just punishment will not fail 
[to follow] because such and so great was the presumptuousness committed; nor will the 
weight of the authority of the Apostolic See be lacking when the enormity of so grave a de- 
pravity is proved. (Papal correspondence, 69) 


The tone of the letter to Bishop Anno was similarly indignant: 
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Your audacity and your presumptuousness exceeds not only the clouds but the very heavens. 
You have usurped the office of the Apostolic See and you have appropriated the patriarch’s 
right to judge an archbishop. What is graver, you have treated your brother Methodius, the 
archbishop of Pannonia sent as a legate of the Apostolic See to the pagans, in a tyrannical 
rather than legal manner and you have not deemed it appropriate to obtain the consent of the 
priests who are with you for [the deed which] you have perpetrated solely as an affront to the 
Apostolic See. Moreover, when he was asking, in accordance with the holy canons, to be sur- 
rendered to the judgment of the Holy See, you have not permitted it at all, but, together with 
your followers and associates, have issued a quasi-sentence and, preventing him from per- 
forming the divine service, have confined him in jail. In addition, although you proclaim your- 
self a man of St. Peter [i-e., of the Holy See], in so far as you attend to his patrimony in Ger- 
many, you have not only failed the duty of the faithful to report the imprisonment and 
persecution of this brother and fellow bishop and, what is more, our envoy to whom we owe 
an even greater solicitude, but when you were in Rome and were interrogated about him by 
our people, you denied mendaciously that you knew him, even though you yourself were the 
inciter, you yourself were the instigator, indeed you yourself were the agent of the afflictions 
caused him by your people. If the health of this venerable bishop does not improve to the point 
that he himself, with God’s help, will be able to consign to oblivion all his injury, come to 
Rome without delay to give an account. Otherwise, after the month of September you may 
not receive communion as long as you exhibit stubbomess in your disobedience towards us. 
(Papal correspondence, 70) 


In spite of papal interventions, Pannonia succumbed to Frankish pressure and accepted 
the ecclesiastic jurisdiction of Salzburg. Yet the work of the Slavic mission in Central Eu- 
rope was not over. Released from prison, Methodius was able to retum to Moravia in 874 to 
resume his pastoral duties there. Although Svatopluk had to accept East Frankish political 
suzerainty, he managed to retain a large dose of cultural independence. A tightly controlled 
Slavic diocese in Moravia, replacing the pope’s unsuccessful attempt to resurrect the dio- 
cese in Sirmium, afforded him, at least for a time, a welcome altemative to the irksome in- 
trusions of Bavarian clergymen. The Slavic mission was allowed to continue its work, even 
though the Moravian church was not as free in its linguistic practices as the eastern churches, 
where the whole service, including the administration of the holy sacraments and the sacred 
mysteries, was in the vernacular. In fact, Methodius’ insistence on celebrating the mass in 
Slavic met with a rebuke of John VIII, who in a letter of 14 June 879 (Predicationis tuae) 
summoned Methodius to Rome to answer charges preferred against him by the Bavarians. At 
the same time the pope leaned upon the authority of the apostle Paul (invoked also by Con- 
stantine in Venice) in granting Methodius the permission to continue preaching in Slavic: 


We hear also that you chant the mass in the barbarian, that is, Slavic tongue although, in a let- 
ter transmitted to you by Bishop Paul of Ancona, we have enjoined you from celebrating the 
rites of the sacred mass in that language rather than in Latin or Greek, as it is chanted in the 
church of God which extends throughout the world and reaches all the peoples. You may, how- 
ever, preach and give sermons in the vernacular because the Psalmist calls on all the peoples 
to praise the Lord and the Apostle says: “that every tongue should confess that Jesus is Lord 
to the glory of God the Father.” (Papal correspondence, 72) 


66, Methodius’ Moravian archbishopric might have been located in Velehrad or Staré Mésto. 


— 
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Upon his arrival in Rome a year later, Methodius succeeded in convincing John VIII that 
all his pastoral practices conformed to the teachings of the church as defined by the six ecu- 
menical councils and obtained a ratification of his appointment as archbishop of Pannonia. 
The papal bull /Jndustriae tuae addressed to Svatopluk demonstrates the pope’s confidence in 
Methodius and his favorable attitude to the use of Slavic in church service: 


We direct that presbyters, deacons, and other clerics of whatever rank, whether Slavs or any 
other people, who are within the borders of your province, submit to and obey in everything 
our aforementioned brother, your archbishop, so that they would do nothing at all without his 
knowledge. And if those who are obstinate and disobedient are guilty of some impropriety or 
schism and do not mend their ways after the first and second admonition, we direct with our 
authority that they be banished from the church and from your borders as sowers of weeds in 
accordance with the legal authority which we gave him and sent to you. Finally, we duly praise 
the Slavic letters invented by one Constantine the Philosopher to render the lauds due to God 
and direct that the glorifications and deeds of Christ our Lord be recounted in that lan- 
guage. .. . And it does not go counter to sound faith or teaching to sing the mass in that Slavic 
language or to read the holy Gospel as well as lections from the Old and New Testament, well 
translated and explicated, or to chant all the offices of the hours, for he who created the three 
principal languages, to wit Hebrew, Greek and Latin, created also all the other [languages] for 
his praise and glory. We direct, however, that, for the sake of greater reverence, in all the 
churches of your land, the Gospel be read in Latin and then in a Slavic translation into the 
hearing of people who do not understand Latin. (Papal correspondence, 73) 


Stephen V (VI)®’, though generally less favorably inclined to Slavic worship than his 
predecessors, confirmed John VIII’s permission to preach in Slavic but was staunch in his 
interdiction of the use of Slavic in the divine liturgy. In September 885, five months after 
Methodius’ death, the new pope sent the following instructions to Duke Svatopluk (Quia 
te zelo): 


The divine offices, the sacred mysteries and the rites of the mass, which Methodius dared to 
celebrate in the language of the Slavs, . . . let no one from now on presume to do; we forbid 
{it] with divine and apostolic authority under the punishment of excommunication, except that 
for the edification of simple and unlearned people we permit and encourage that the explica- 
tion of the Gospel and of the Epistles be made by those who are learned in that language and 
we advise that this be done as frequently as possible. (Papal correspondence, 77) 


Later that year Pope Stephen confirmed the interdiction to celebrate “the mass and the 
most sacred offices” in Slavic in his memorandum (Commonitorium) addressed to his legate 
Dominic and the priests John and Stephen as they embarked on the papal embassy to 
Moravia. In that same document the pope referred to Methodius’ deathbed wish, reported in 
the vitae of Methodius and Clement, that his Slavic disciple Gorazd should succeed him as 
the archbishop of Moravia. The pope sided with Wiching, the suffragan bishop of Nitra, who 
bitterly opposed this nomination (1.39): “With our apostolic authority interdict him whom 
Methodius presumed to appoint as his successor in violation of the rules of all the holy fa- 
thers; he may not assume his post until he appears personally before us and expounds his 
views in oral testimony” (Papal correspondence, 75). —- 


67. Since Stephen II (752) was not consecrated, the numbering of later popes named Stephen depends on his inclu- 
sion or noninclusion in the papa! roster. 
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As one can see from this correspondence, the Moravian mission had the delicate task of 
navigating the narrow straits between the openly hostile attitude of the Bavarian clergy and 
the generally supportive though not altogether consistent attitude of the Holy See.® It is a 
tribute to Methodius’ determination that despite these difficulties and diversions the mission 
managed to make the last decade of his life its most productive period. 


1.38. Was the Moravian mission Byzantine or Roman? It is remarkable that from the 
time of their arrival in Moravia until their deaths Constantine and Methodius had their eyes 
turned toward Rome rather than Byzantium. It was to Rome that the brothers traveled (Meth- 
odius three times, against one undocumented trip to Constantinople); Constantine died in 
Rome and, against his mother’s express wish, was buried there. Whatever correspondence 
with or about the brothers has survived is from or to Rome. It was the popes Hadrian II and 
John VIII who defended the work of the mission against the attacks of the Bavarian clergy. 
Hadrian, in fact, enrolled Methodius into the ranks of Roman church hierarchy by appoint- 
ing him bishop of Pannonia and Moravia and went so far as to claim that Rostislav’s origi- 
nal request for Slavic missionaries was addressed not only to Constantinople but also to the 
Holy See. At the same time contemporary Byzantine sources are totally silent about the broth- 
ers’ activities. Why, then, is the Moravian mission traditionally described as a Byzantine 
undertaking?©® 

We know, of course, that the mission’s protagonists were two Byzantine churchmen sent 
by a Byzantine emperor. These circumstances may provide a superficial label but should 
not be invested with far-reaching ideological connotations. The presumption that the term 
Byzantine captures the essence of the mission is misleading and to some degree anachronis- 
tic. All available evidence suggests that during the period of its activity the mission, what- 
ever its genesis, fit into the mechanism of Roman rather than Byzantine diplomacy. It is only 
from the vantage point of later developments, above all the schism between the East and 
the West and the legacy of the mission in the lands dominated by Byzantium such as Bul- 
garia and Rus’, that the mission’s work may be viewed as Byzantine in the wider and deeper 
sense of the term.7° 

Rome’s emergence as the main sponsor of the Moravian mission was due to a for- 


68. The three popes, Hadrian II, John VIII and Stephen V (VI), all allowed the use of Slavic in sermons and biblical 
exegeses. There are, however, differences in their attitudes toward the conduct of the Holy Mass. Hadrian allowed the use 
of Slavic in all of the divine service including the liturgy and the baptism but specified that the Gospels and the Apostol 
be read first in Latin and then in Slavic (Gloria in excelsis of 870). John called for the Gospe! to be read first in Latin and 
then in a Slavic translation but allowed Slavic in the mass (Industriae tuae of 880). As it appears, however, from John’s 
879 letter to Methodius (Predicationis tuae), this did not include the mysteries (sacra missarum sollemnia). This is also 
the position of Stephen, who in his instruction to Svatopluk (Quia te zelo of 885) and in the Commonitorium (885-886) 
forbade the use of Slavic in the divine offices, the sacred mysteries, and the rites of the mass. The diplomatic tangle en- 
meshing the mission was surely even more complex than the papal correspondence would indicate and may 
have involved complications on the Byzantine side. The existence of such complications is implied by the claim made in 
Vita Methodii 13 that Methodius’ trip to Rome in 880 was followed by one to Constantinople in 881-882 to answer some 
unspecified charges of the emperor Basil I. The absence of any Byzantine confirmation of this report is puzzling. A num- 
ber of scholars, however, among them Dvomik (1970:170-174) and Obolensky (1974:195), believe that the trip actually 
took place. 

69. As in “The Byzantine Mission in Moravia,” the title of chapter 4 in Dvomik 1970, 

70. While Sevéenko (1988/1989:13) is no doubt right in noting the Byzantine character of the vitae of Constantine 
and Methodius, one must remember that these are conventional Byzantine hagiographies whose composition was not con- 
temporancous with the events described and whose political agendas were not necessarily coincident with the original 
goals of the Moravian mission. 
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tuitous concatenation of circumstances in the 860s and 870s. The defeat of the Avars created 
a power vacuum filled by a loose confederation of Slavic states from Moravia in the north, 
through Pannonia and Carantania, to I!liricum in the south. With Byzantium weakened by in- 
ternal strife and Bulgaria not yet the power it was soon to become, the Bavarians and the Holy 
See emerged as the leading competitors for the domination of these lands. Kocel’s indepen- 
dent stand, demonstrated by his wholehearted support of the Moravian mission, offered the 
pope a welcome opening. By reestablishing the bishopric in Sirmium, which at that time be- 
longed to Kocel’s Pannonian state, and making it submit directly to papal authority, Hadrian 
hoped to gain an important foothold in central Europe and eventually reclaim IIliricum, which 
figured prominently in the Ostpolitik of his predecessor, Nicholas. Methodius’ loyalty to 
Rome made him an ideal candidate for the Sirmian diocese. To justify his selection to the 
clearly displeased Bavarian church hierarchy, the pope borrowed the arguments used by Con- 
stantine in Venice and affirmed the doctrinal correctness of the use of Slavic in liturgy.”! He 
also presented Methodius as one who was uniquely qualified to further the goals of Chris- 
tianity among all of the Slavs in Central Europe. This objective was clearly stated in the pre- 
amble to the Pope’s letter Gloria in excelsis: “Not only to you [Kocel] but to all those Slavic 
lands do I now send him [Methodius] forth to be the teacher on behalf of God and St. Peter” 
(Vita Methodii 8). 


1.39. The Moravian debacle. At first the diplomatic initiatives of Hadrian II and John 
VIII were successful, for Louis the German, preoccupied by various domestic problems, 
could not take a firm stand on behalf of the Bavarian bishops. Time, however, was not on the 
side of the mission. The pressure of the Bavarian ecclesiastic establishment was growing, and 
the Slavic missionaries had to assume a defensive posture, shielded temporarily by Metho- 
dius’ prestige in Rome. His death in 885 marked the beginning of the end of the mission. Es- 
pecially persistent in his hostility to the continued use of Slavic liturgy was Wiching, the 
Bavarian suffragan bishop of Nitra, which was the center of the Latin rite in Moravia. Wich- 
ing led an all-out assault upon the Slavic mission and, with the aid of the newly elected pope 
Stephen, interdicted the assumption of pastoral duties by Gorazd, whom Methodius had des- 
ignated as his successor. The ostensible reason for Wiching’s campaign was the controversy 
about the wording of the Nicene Creed. In the Orthodox church the Creed was (and still is) 
recited in its original form: “I believe . . . in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the Giver of Life, who 
proceeds from the Father.” Sometime in the sixth century this formula was extended in the 
West by the phrase “and from the Son” (Latin filioque, hence the name of the controversy). 
This addition became of doctrinal importance when it came to be viewed as a revision of 
Trinitarian theology, and the East and the West began to trade accusations of heresy.’* The 
issue of the filioqgue was the subject of a debate between Methodius’ disciples, led by Gorazd 
and Clement, and the representatives of the Frankish clergy. It ended in a free-for-all vividly 
described by the admittedly partial Greek archbishop of Ohrid Theophylact, who in the be- 
ginning of the twelfth century composed a vita of Clement: 


Wiching’s disciples . . . raised a terrible racket and began tuning everything upside down and 
all but started a fight with the Orthodox, imagining the strength of their arms to be the ally of 


71. Adalvin, the archbishop of Salzburg, gave vent to his resentment in the memorandum De conversione Bagoari- 
orum et Carantanorum of 871. 5 

72. The issue of the filiogue was cited as the formal cause of the Great Schism which was to divide the Eastem and 
Westem churches in 1054; for a brief review of the history of the controversy, see Ware 1984:58-70. 
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their feeble tongues. At length they hastened and had recourse to their last resort, that vile 
Svatopluk, and began slandering the Orthodox of plotting against him and preparing to rise 
against his rule if they failed to agree with the prince in doctrine, because counterthought is 
counteraction. He summoned the disciples of Cyril and Methodius and told them, “Why is 
there this dissention among you and why are you daily bickering among each other like ene- 
mies? Are you not all brethren? Are you not all Christians? Why do you not agree among each 
other and seek unity? (Theophylact of Ohrid, 105) 


This eminently sound advice was not followed, and Svatopluk resolved the issue sum- 
marily by siding with the Bavarians and giving them power over the dissenters. Theophylact 
described the consequences of this ruling: 


What speech can describe the evils that followed, once corruption was given power? This was 
indeed like a forest fire fanned up by the wind. The Franks tried to force the disciples of Meth- 
odius into joining the false teaching, while the Orthodox stood by the faith of the fathers. The 
Franks were prepared to do anything, the Orthodox to bear anything. The Franks inhumanely 
tortured some, plundered the homes of others, adding rapacity to their falsehood. Old men, 
over David’s age, were dragged naked through thomy scrub. (Theophylact of Ohrid, 108) 


The leading figures of the mission were imprisoned, tried, and expelled from Moravia, while 
some two hundred younger priests and deacons were sold by the Bavarians to Jewish slave 
merchants.’? 


1.40. The legacy of the mission in Bulgaria. Such was the end of more than two 
decades of Constantine’s and Methodius’ missionary efforts in Moravia. The brothers’ teach- 
ings, however, did not come to naught. Three of their disciples, Clement, Naum, and Ange- 
larius, succeeded in building a raft and floating down the Danube to Belgrade, which at that 
time was a Bulgarian frontier town. They eventually reached Pliska, the first capital of Bul- 
garia, where they were cordially received by the Bulgarian khan Boris (r. 852-889), who 
needed experienced Slavic missionaries to complete the Christianization of the country, - 
gun by his own conversion in 865 .74 Clement was appointed to a teaching post in Kutmitte- 
vica in southwestern Macedonia and later became bishop of Velica near Ohrid in western 
Macedonia. During his tenure there Clement devoted himself to the training of Slavic cler- 
ics and bookmen. He himself composed homilies and translated many texts, trying to make 
them accessible and comprehensible to the populace. In the words of Theophylact, “Clement 
gave Bulgarians everything which concems the Church and with which the memory of God 
and the saints is celebrated, and through which the souls are moved” (Theophylact of Ohrid, 
118). Naum began the Bulgarian phase of his teaching activity in the vicinity of Preslav, the 
new capital of Bulgaria, whence he was moved to a post on Lake Ohrid. There he was con- 
nected with the construction of the Archangel Michael Monastery (known today as Sveti 
Naum), where he died and was buried in 910, Clement and Naum were joined in Bulgaria by 
another disciple of Methodius, Constantine of Preslav. Together they were responsible for in- 
augurating a period of great literary productivity in Bulgaria which has come to be known as 
the “golden age” of Bulgarian culture. It began with the Christianization of the country un- 


73. It is possible that Constantine of Preslav (3.35) was among these young clerics. : 
74. In baptism Boris adopted the Christian name Michael in honor of the reigning emperor Michael ITT, hence he is 


often referred to as Boris/Michael. 
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der Boris/Michael but came to its greatest flowering during the rule of his well-educated son 
Tsar Symeon (r. 893-927), who was asked by his father to give up scholarly pursuits in a 
Byzantine monastic retreat and to assume the Bulgarian throne rendered vacant by the de- 
position of his older brother, Vladimir.*Liudprand of Cremona (920-972), the Lombard 
churchman, historian, and diplomat of Emperor Otto I (r. 936-973), provides in Antapodo- 
sis 3.29 an outsider’s view of Symeon’s education in Constantinople and of his royal ambi- 
tions: 


King Symeon was . . . half a Greek, and in his boyhood was taught at Byzantium the rhetoric 
of Demosthenes and the logic of Aristotle. Later on, people say, he abandoned his literary 
studies and assumed the dress of a monk. But he soon left the calm retreat of a monastery for 
the storms of this world, and beguiled by desire of kingship preferred to follow in the foot- 
steps of the apostate Julian rather than in those of Saint Peter. . . . He had two sons, one called 
Bojan, the other Peter, this latter being still alive and now ruling over the Bulgarians. (Liud- 
prand, 123) 


It was under Symeon that Bulgaria reached the apogee of its power in the Balkans, extend- 
ing its dominion from the Black Sea to the Adriatic and from the Dniester to a line just north 
of Thessalonica. 

While Clement, Naum, and Constantine of Preslav were direct disciples of Constantine 
and Methodius, their continuators on the Bulgarian literary scene, John the Exarch (3.36), 
the monk Khrabr, and the presbyter Cosmas (3.49), were trained in the new centers of learn- 
ing in Bulgaria and in Constantinople. It is they, therefore, who inaugurated the cultural 
movement that has been the hallmark of Slavic Orthodoxy and has come to be known as the 
Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. Symeon himself is credited with the compilation of /zbornik of 
1073, a miscellany known also as Izbornik of Svyatosiav or Izbornik of Symeon (3.45), and 
of one of the redactions of Ziatostrui, a collection of homilies of John Chrysostom (3.44). 


1.41. From Moravia to Bohemia. With Moravia defeated in the beginning of the tenth 
century by a Magyar-Frankish coalition, it was Bohemia that became the principal Slavic 
state in the area, even though it too had to recognize the suzerainty of the Franks. Bohemia, 
however, was able to retain administrative autonomy and control over its internal affairs. Our 
main source of information on the origins of Bohemian statehood is the Latin Chronica Boe- 
morum by Cosmas of Prague, composed in the first half of the twelfth century. The chron- 
icle records the history of Bohemia from its legendary beginnings under Pfemysl through the 
end of the eleventh century. Of special interest is the chronicle’s account of the Christian- 
ization of the country under Duke Bofivoj of the Pfemyslid dynasty, which was to reign in 
Bohemia till the beginning of the fourteenth century. According to the chronicle, Bofivoj’s 
baptism occurred under the patronage of the Moravian church. Whatever its factual value, 
this story may be taken as evidence of the continued existence of vestiges of the Cyrillo- 
Methodian tradition in Latinized Bohemia. One example of the vitality of that tradition is the 
curious phenomenon of the Benedictine monastery of Sdzava in southern Bohemia, where 
Slavic worship and contacts with East Slavic monastic centers were maintained throughout 
the eleventh century.”> Cosmas, however, perhaps in deference to the prevailing attitudes of 


75. There is a problem with Cosmas’ claim that Bofivoj was baptized by Methodius himself in the year 894 since 
Methodius died in 885 and the Moravian mission was scattered soon afterward, The activities of the Moravian mission 
in Bohemia wese preceded by Christianizing efforts of the Bavarian church; witness the baptism of fourteen Bohemian 
nobles recorded by the Annals of Fulda under the year 845. 
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their feeble tongues. At length they hastened and had recourse to their last resort, that vile 
Svatopluk, and began slandering the Orthodox of plotting against him and preparing to rise 
against his rule if they failed to agree with the prince in doctrine, because counterthought 7 
counteraction. He summoned the disciples of Cyril and Methodius and told them, ‘Why is 
there this dissention among you and why are you daily bickering among each other like ene- 
mies? Are you not all brethren? Are you not all Christians? Why do you not agree among each 
other and seek unity? (Theophylact of Ohrid, 105) 


This eminently sound advice was not followed, and Svatopluk resolved the issue sum- 
marily by siding with the Bavarians and giving them power over the dissenters. Theophylact 
described the consequences of this ruling: 


What speech can describe the evils that followed, once corruption was given power? This was 
indeed like a forest fire fanned up by the wind. The Franks tried to force the disciples of Meth- 
odius into joining the false teaching, while the Orthodox stood by the faith of the fathers. The 
Franks were prepared to do anything, the Orthodox to bear anything. The Franks inhumanely 
tortured some, plundered the homes of others, adding rapacity to their falsehood. Old men, 
over David's age, were dragged naked through thomy scrub. (Theophylact of Ohrid, 108) 


The leading figures of the mission were imprisoned, tried, and expelled from Moravia, while 
some two hundred younger priests and deacons were sold by the Bavarians to Jewish slave 
merchants.73 


1.40. The legacy of the mission in Bulgaria. Such was the end of more than two 
decades of Constantine's and Methodius’ missionary efforts in Moravia. The brothers’ teach- 
ings, however, did not come to naught. Three of their disciples, Clement, Naum, and Ange- 
larius, succeeded in building a raft and floating down the Danube to Belgrade, which at that 
time was a Bulgarian frontier town. They eventually reached Pliska, the first capital of Bul- 
garia, where they were cordially received by the Bulgarian khan Boris (r. 852-889), who 
needed experienced Slavic missionaries to complete the Christianization of the country, be- 
gun by his own conversion in 865.7* Clement was appointed to a teaching post in Kutmitte- 
vica in southwestern Macedonia and later became bishop of Velica near Ohrid in westem 
Macedonia. During his tenure there Clement devoted himself to the training of Slavic cler- 
ics and bookmen. He himself composed homilies and translated many texts, trying to make 
them accessible and comprehensible to the populace. In the words of Theophylact, “Clement 
gave Bulgarians everything which concerns the Church and with which the memory of God 
and the saints is celebrated, and through which the souls are moved” (Theophylact of Ohrid, 
118). Naum began the Bulgarian phase of his teaching activity in the vicinity of Preslav, the 
new capital of Bulgaria, whence he was moved to a post on Lake Ohrid. There he was con- 
nected with the construction of the Archange! Michael Monastery (known today as Sveti 
Naum), where he died and was buried in 910. Clement and Naum were joined in Bulgaria by 
another disciple of Methodius, Constantine of Preslav. Together they were responsible for in- 
augurating a period of great literary productivity in Bulgaria which has come to be known as 
the “golden age” of Bulgarian culture. It began with the Christianization of the country un- 


73. It is possible that Constantine of Preslav (3.35) was among these young clerics. ; ; 
74. In baptism Boris adopted the Christian name Michael in honor of the reigning emperor Michael ITT; hence he is 
often referred to as Boris/Micheel. 
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der Boris/Michael but came to its greatest flowering during the rule of his well-educated son 
Tsar Symeon (r. 893-927), who was asked by his father to give up scholarly pursuits in a 
Byzantine monastic retreat and to assume the Bulgarian throne rendered vacant by the de- 
position of his older brother, Viadimir.“Liudprand of Cremona (920-972), the Lombard 
churchman, historian, and diplomat of Emperor Otto I (r. 936-973), provides in Antapodo- 
sis 3.29 an outsider’s view of Symeon’s education in Constantinople and of his royal ambi- 
tions: 


King Symeon was .. . half a Greek, and in his boyhood was taught at Byzantium the rhetoric 
of Demosthenes and the logic of Aristotle. Later on, people say, he abandoned his literary 
studies and assumed the dress of a monk. But he soon left the calm retreat of a monastery for 
the storms of this world, and beguiled by desire of kingship preferred to follow in the foot- 
steps of the apostate Julian rather than in those of Saint Peter. . .. He had two sons, one called 
Bojan, the other Peter, this latter being still alive and now ruling over the Bulgarians. (Liud- 
prand, 123) 


It was under Symeon that Bulgaria reached the apogee of its power in the Balkans, extend- 
ing its dominion from the Black Sea to the Adriatic and from the Dniester to a line just north 
of Thessalonica. 

While Clement, Naum, and Constantine of Preslav were direct disciples of Constantine 
and Methodius, their continuators on the Bulgarian literary scene, John the Exarch (3.36), 
the monk Khrabr, and the presbyter Cosmas (3.49), were trained in the new centers of learn- 
ing in Bulgaria and in Constantinople. It is they, therefore, who inaugurated the cultural 
movement that has been the hallmark of Slavic Orthodoxy and has come to be known as the 
Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. Symeon himself is credited with the compilation of [zbornik of 
1073, a miscellany known also as /zbornik of Svyatosiav or Izbornik of Symeon (3.45), and 
of one of the redactions of Ziatostrui, a collection of homilies of John Chrysostom (3.44). 


1.41. From Moravia to Bohemia. With Moravia defeated in the beginning of the tenth 
century by a Magyar-Frankish coalition, it was Bohemia that became the principal Slavic 
state in the area, even though it too had to recognize the suzerainty of the Franks. Bohemia, 
however, was able to retain administrative autonomy and control over its internal affairs. Our 
main source of information on the origins of Bohemian statehood is the Latin Chronica Boe- 
morum by Cosmas of Prague, composed in the first half of the twelfth century. The chron- 
icle records the history of Bohemia from its legendary beginnings under Premysl through the 
end of the eleventh century. Of special interest is the chronicle’s account of the Christian- 
ization of the country under Duke Bofivoj of the Pfemyslid dynasty, which was to reign in 
Bohemia till the beginning of the fourteenth century. According to the chronicle, Bofivoj’s 
baptism occurred under the patronage of the Moravian church. Whatever its factual value, 
this story may be taken as evidence of the continued existence of vestiges of the Cyrillo- 
Methodian tradition in Latinized Bohemia, One example of the vitality of that tradition is the 
curious phenomenon of the Benedictine monastery of S4zava in southern Bohemia, where 
Slavic worship and contacts with East Slavic monastic centers were maintained throughout 
the eleventh century.”7> Cosmas, however, perhaps in deference to the prevailing attitudes of 


75. There is a problem with Cosmas’ claim that Bofivoj was baptized by Methodius himself in the year 894 since 
Mcthodius died in 885 and the Moravian mission was scattered soon afterward. The activities of the Moravian mission 
in Bohemia were preceded by Christianizing efforts of the Bavarian church; witness the baptism of fourteen Bohemian 
nobles recorded by the Annals of Fulda under the year 845. 
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his day, was diplomatically reticent about the Moravian connection of Bofivoj and his suc- 
cessors: 


How by God's grace, which always leads and follows everywhere, Duke Bofivoj received the 
sacrament of baptism, or in what way the piety of the Catholic [Christian] faith spread in these 
parts, day after day, through the work of his successors, or where and how many churches 
were built by which devout Christian duke, that we prefer to pass over in silence rather than 
to weary the readers, since we have already read what is written down by others: partly in the 
Charter of the Moravian Church, partly in the Epilogue to the history of that land and of Bo- 
hemia, partly in the vita and martyrology of our holiest patron and martyr Wenceslas. (Cos- 
mas of Prague, 142)76 


Of the non-Slavic sources dealing with Moravia and Bohemia, the earliest is an anony- 
mous geographic register of West Slavic tribes (Descriptio civitatum et regionum ad septen- 
trionalem plagam Danubii), known in modem scholarly literature as the Bavarian Geogra- 
pher. It consists of two parts, the older of which was written down sometime in the first half 
of the ninth century. The immediate impulse for its compilation was provided by the contacts 
of the Carolingian empire and, after its division, the East Frankish kingdom with the many 
Slavic tribes dwelling north of the Danube. Among the tribes listed by the Bavarian Geogra- 
pher were the Moravians (Marharii, Merehani) and the Bohemians (Becheimare, Bethei- 
mare), as well as a number of West Slavic tribes (1.42, 1.43, 1.44). 

It may seem surprising at first glance that a confirmation of the information provided by 
the Bavarian Geographer should be couched in Old English. But such is the case. A list of 
north European tribes compiled by the leamed king of England Alfred the Great (r. 871-899) 
is appended to his translation of the most popular world history of the time, A History con- 
cerning the Pagans (Historia adversum paganos) by the fifth-century Spanish scholar Paul 
Orosius. The West Slavic lands and peoples mentioned in King Alfred’s list include Moravia 
(Maroara), Bohemia and the Bohemians (Behemas, Baeme), the [Lusatian] Sorbs (Surpe) 
and [White] Croats (Horigti, Horoti, Horithi), and the Vistula land (Wisle lond), that is, south- 
ern Poland. One has to remember that in the early Middle Ages England was more closely 
linked to the continent than at any time in its later history. The ancient bond to Rome, kept 
alive with the help of countless artifacts and structures left behind by the Roman legionnaires, 
was renewed when Christianity completed its gradual conquest of England in the second half 
of the seventh century. The ties to northern Europe were kept by linguistic and cultural con- 
nections between the Angles and the Saxons of the isles and their continental cousins. There 
was also the need to deal with the constant danger posed by the Norsemen, who raided the 
isles from their bases in Norway, Denmark, or Normandy. All these considerations made the 
knowledge of European geography a matter of great strategic and political importance for 
the English. 


76, “Charter of the Moravian Church” refers probably to John VIII's bull /ndustriae tuae of 880 conceming the use 
of Slavic in liturgy. The Epilogue of Moravia and Bohemia has not survived under this name. St. Wenceslas (East Slavic 
Vjageslav, Czech Vaclav < Vet' esiavs) was the grandson of Bofivoj and brother of Boleslav, by whom he was treacher- 
ously murdered in 929 (according to Cosmas) or peshaps several years later. Wencesias and his grandmother Ludmila, 
also murdered by her daughter-in-law Drahomira, became the first Slavic martyrs and saints, and their cult spread through- 
out Christendom. Wenceslas’ vita exists in Latin and in Church Slavonic, and a canon honoring him is preserved in an 
cleventh-century Novgorod menzeum (3.41). Compare also the traditional Christmas carol “Good King Wenceslas.” 
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Carolingian chronicles concerned themselves mainly with the diplomatic and military en- 
counters between the Franks and the Slavs. There are a number of references to the Slavs 
dwelling north of the Danube in the writings of Charlemagne’s biographer, Einhard. While 
describing the territorial gains of the Frankish state under Charlemagne, Einhard had this to 
say about the emperor’s Drang nach Osten: “Finally [Charlemagne] tamed and forced to pay 
tribute all the wild and barbarous nations which inhabit Germany between the rivers Rhine 
and Vistula, the Atlantic Ocean [the Baltic Sea] and the Danube, peoples who are almost iden- 
tical in their language, although they differ greatly in habit and customs. Among these last 
the most notable are the Weletabi [Veletians], the Sorabians [Sorbs], the Abodrites [Obo- 
drites} and the Bohemians, against all of whom he waged war” (Einhard, 69-70). 

Other Frankish chronicles that provide valuable information on the Slavs with whom the 
Franks came into contact are the Annals of St. Bertin (Annales Bertiniani), so known because 
of the monastery of St. Bertin in Flanders where their oldest manuscript was discovered, and 
the Annals of Fulda (Annales Fuldenses), compiled in the Benedictine abbey of Fulda in Hes- 
sen in central Germany. Here, for instance, is how the Annals of Fulda describe the Frankish 
expedition of 869 against Moravia and Bohemia.”7 


The Slavs known as the Bohemians made frequent raids across the Bavarian border, setting 
fire to some villages [villae] and carrying women captive. . . . In August king Louis [the Ger- 
man) gathered his troops and divided the army into three parts. The first he sent under his 
namesake [son, Louis the Younger] with the Thuringians and Saxons to crush the presump- 
tion of the Sorbs. He ordered the Bavarians to assist Carloman, who wished to fight against 
Zwentibald [Svatopluk], the nephew of Rastiz [Rostislav]. He himself kept the Franks and the 
Alemans with him in order to fight against Rastiz. When it was already time to set out he fell 
ill, and was compelled to leave the leadership of the army to Charles his youngest son and 
commend the outcome to God. Charles, when he came with the army with which he had been 
entrusted to Rastiz's huge fortifications, quite unlike any built in olden times, with God’s help 
burned with fire all the walled fortifications of the region, seized and carried off the treasures 
which had been hidden in the woods or buried in the fields, and killed or put to flight all who 
came against him. Carloman also laid waste the territory of Zwentibald, Rastiz’s nephew, with 
fire and war. When the whole region had been laid waste the brothers Charles and Carloman 
came together and congratulated each other on the victories bestowed by heaven. Meanwhile 
Louis their brother came against the Sorbs, and after he had killed a few forced the rest to tum 
and run. Many of them were killed, and the Bohemians, whom the Sorbs had brought to fight 
for pay, were partly killed, partly forced to return to their homes with dishonor, and the re- 
mainder surrendered. (Annals of Fulda, 58, 60)78 


By contrast, Moslem and Jewish descriptions of the Slavs show far more interest in ge- 
ographic, cultural, and commercial matters. Such emphases are evident in the work of 
Ibrahim Ibn Ja‘qib, a Jew from Tortosa in Spain, who lived in the middle of the tenth cen- 


TT. The outcome of the expedition, which happened to coincide with the visit of Constantine and Methodius to 
Rome, may have been responsible for the pope’s favorable attitude toward the work of the Moravian mission. 

78. A comparison of this exultant account of the campaign against the Sorbs with another contemporary descrip- 
tion of the same event provides an instructive illustration of the caution with which primary sources have to be used: 
“Louis, son of Louis king of Germany, waged war along with the Saxons against the Wends [Sorbs} who live near the 
Saxons. With great slaughter of men on both sides, he somehow managed 10 win, and got home successfully” (Annals of 
St. Bertin, 163). 
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tury. His account of a trip through the Slavic lands has been preserved in the writings of al- 
Bakri, an eleventh-century Arabic geographer also from Spain: 


And the city of Prague is made of stone and lime. In merchandise it is the richest of the land. 
The Rus [Vikings] and the Slavs come there with merchandise from the city of Cracow. And 
the Moslems, Jews, and Turks [Magyars] come to them from the land of the Turks [Hungary] 
also with goods and commercial cargo and take out slaves, tin, and various furs. Their lands 
are the best of the lands of the peoples of the North and are best supplied with livestock. For 
one denarius they sell as much wheat as a man needs for a month, and for one denarius they 
sell as much barley as one horse needs for forty nights, and for one denarius they sell ten hens. 
In the city of Prague they make saddles, bridles, and shields of inferior quality which are used 
in their lands. In the land of Bohemia they make light cloth of very delicate fabric in the man- 
ner of a net which is not good for anything. In any season its price is ten pieces of cloth for 
one denarius and with them they buy and sell. And they keep them in stock. And they repre- 
sent for them property and the value of things, they buy for them wheat, flour, horses, gold, 
silver, and all kinds of things. It is their characteristic that the inhabitants of Bohemia are dark- 
skinned and black-haired and that blond coloring is rare among them. (Ibn Ja‘qiib, 413-414) 


1.42. The northwestern Slavs. The testimony of Frankish and Saxon chronicles. It 
is reasonable to assume that, just as was the case in the Balkans, the Slavic push into Central 
Europe was closely connected with the war activities of the Avars, such as the raids of 562 
and 566 described by Gregory of Tours, the chronicler of the Merovingian Franks (1.11). It 
was about the time of these attacks that the Slavs made their appearance in Central Europe, 
reaching by the beginning of the seventh century the Baltic, the rivers Elbe and Saale, and 
the Bohemian Forest. Along this line the Slavs’ westward progress was stopped by the Ger- 
manic Saxons, Thuringians, and Bavarians. The rise of the mighty Carolingian empire and, 
after its dissolution, of the strong East Frankish kingdom reversed the dynamics of power in 
Central Europe. Faced with the steady eastward drive of their Germanic neighbors, the Slavs 
had to abandon their original offensive posture and assume the role of defenders. The social 
organisms of the northwestern Slavs, however, were not sufficiently well developed to be 
able to offer resistance to Germanic colonization and gradual germanization. 

The first records of Frankish campaigns against the northwestern Slavs come from Car- 
olingian chronicles. This is how the Royal Frankish Annals (Annales regni Francorum) un- 
der the year 789 describe Charlemagne’s raid into northwestern Slavia:7° 


There exists in Germany, settled on the ocean coast, a certain people of the Slavs which is 
called in its own tongue Weletabi [Veletians) but in the Frankish Wiltzi. Always hostile to the 
Franks, the Wiltzi nourished constant hatred towards their neighbors who were either subject 
to the Franks or bound to them by treaty and were ever oppressing and harassing them by war. 
The king decided that their insolence was to be tolerated no longer and resolved to attack 
them. Collecting a vast army together, he crossed the Rhine at Cologne, marched through Sax- 


79. This excerpt combines the eccount given by the annals (italicized) with its revised version (both cited after the 
Royat Frankish Annals 1987). The Veletabi or Viltzi were a confederation of Slavic wibes, also known as the Veleti or 
Ljutici; their ruler was Dragovit. The “ocean coast” refers to the Baltic. The Slavic tribes of the Sorbs and Obodrites (also 
known as the Abodrites) were allied with Charlemagne. The name Witzan is probably that of the Obodrite chieftain Vil- 
Zan (r. 789-795). The Latin term civitas was left untranslated in the English of the Royal Frankish Annals 1987; here it is 
rendered as ‘town’. 
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ony and reached the Elbe. He set up camp on its bank and threw two bridges across the river, 
one of which he fortified with a rampart at each end and secured by assigning a garrison. From 
there he advanced further and by the Lord’s bounty laid the above-said Slavs under his do- 
minion. Franks and Saxons were with him on the said campaign, while Frisians, along with 
certain Franks, came by ship on the river Havel to join him. The Slavs called Sorbs were with 
him too, as were the Abodrites [Obodrites], whose prince was Witzan. Entering the country 
of the Wiltzi he ordered everything laid waste with fire and sword. But the Wiltzi, although a 
warlike people and confident because of their great numbers, were not able to hold out for 
long against the onslaught of the royal army; and consequently as soon as the town of 
Dragowit was reached . . . he immediately came out of the town to the king with all his men, 
gave the hostages he was commanded to furnish and promised on oath that he would main- 
tain fidelity to the king and the Franks. (Royal Frankish Annals 87, 122-123) 


Of the many Slavic tribes living between the Oder and the Elbe, only the Sorbs of Upper 
and Lower Lusatia managed to preserve their Slavic linguistic identity to the present. In ad- 
dition, a small body of Polabian texts, collected in the beginning of the eighteenth century, 
testifies to a comparatively recent Slavic presence south of Hamburg (2.7). Other than that, 
the memory of the extent of ancient Slavic settlement on the territory of Germany is pre- 
served in hundreds of Slavic place names in Mecklenburg and Brandenburg (Jezowa 
1961~1962). 

Since archaeological evidence on the northwestern Slavs is sparse, most of our knowl- 
edge of their history and culture is due to the rich tradition of Saxon chronicle writing. Thie- 
tmar (975-1018), bishop of Merseburg, a Saxon frontier town founded as an outpost against 
the Slavs on the Saale River, provided in his chronicle (Thietmari Merseburgensis episcopi 
chronicon) much information on the Slavs living among the Germans or along their borders. 
Later sources are even more instructive. Adam of Bremen (d. 1076) is particularly valuable 
on the Baltic and Polabian Slavs in his history of the archbishopric of Hamburg (Gesta Ham- 
maburgensis ecclesiae pontificum). Specifically Slavic is the large Chronicle of the Slavs 
compiled in the middle of the twelfth century by Helmold, a parish priest in Bosau,®° a vil- 
lage in Wagrien between Kiel and Liibeck (Helmoldi presbyteri chronica Slavorum). Here is 
what Adam of Bremen has to say about the Slavic lands, especially those in the northwest: 


Slavia is a very large province of Germany .. . ten times larger than our Saxony, especially if 
you count as part of Slavia Bohemia and the expanses across the Oder, the Poles, because they 
differ neither in appearance nor in language. Although this region is very rich in arms, men, 
and crops, it is shut in on all sides by fast barriers of wooded mountains and rivers. . . . There 
are many Slavic peoples, of whom the first, beginning in the west are the Wagiri [Vagrians] . . . 
Their city is Oldenburg by the sea. Then come the Abodrites [Obodrites] . . . and their city is 
Mecklenburg. In our direction, too, are the Polabingi [Polabians} whose city is Ratzeburg 
(Ratibor]. Beyond them live the Linguones (Glinians] and Warnavi. Farther on dwell the 
Chizzini [XyZans} and Circipani [Crezpénians], whom the Peene river separates from the 
Tholenzi (ToleZans] and from the Retharii [Redars] and their city of Demmin [Dymin]. ... 
There are also other Slavic peoples, who live between the Elbe and the Oder, such as the 
Heveldi [Havelians}) who are seated by the Havel river, and the Doxani [Do%ans], Leubuzi 


80. Slavic Bozov < *b2z- ‘lilac’. 
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[LiubuSans], Wilini [Volinians], and Stoderani [Stodorans], besides many others. (Adam 
of Bremen, 64-66) 


Helmold supplements Adam of Bremen by specifying that the XyZans, Crezpénians, 
ToleZans, and Redars formed a military confederation known as the Veletians or Ljutici. 
Another military federation appears to have existed under the leadership of the Obodrites. 
The administrative practices of the Veletians/Ljutici were described by Thietmar: 


All these tribes, called jointly the Ljutici, are not ruled by a single master. They discuss their 
problems in a joint council and decide matters by general consensus. If some citizen of the 
land objects to the decisions which have been taken, they beat him with clubs and if he openly 
resists outside the council, he is either deprived of his property by fire or confiscation or is 
obliged to pay a sum of money according to his station. Though treacherous and fickle, they 
demand of others loyalty and complete faithfulness. They validate a peace treaty with a hand- 
shake and the offering of a tuft of hair along with a blade of grass.®' However, they are eas- 
ily induced by money to violate it. (Thietmar IV, 25) 


Encounters between the Franks and the northwestern Slavs were mentioned in other 
chronicles as well, including the Carolingian Annals of Einhard, dating from the beginning 
of the ninth century, and their East Frankish sequels, the Annals of St. Bertin and the Annals 
of Fulda. Of the Saxon chronicles, much interesting information is provided by Widukind, 
who lived in the second half of the tenth century. He was a learned monk from the Benedic- 
tine abbey in Corvey in southern Saxony and author of the History of the Saxons (Widukindi 
res gestae Saxonicae). There is also some attention devoted to the northwestern Slavs by an 
anonymous twelfth-century Saxon chronicler who goes by the name of the annalist Saxo. 


1.43. Religious beliefs of the northwestern Slavs as reported by Thietmar and Hel- 
mold. Both Thietmar and Helmold provide a wealth of information on the history and civi- 
lization of the northwestern Slavs. Of special interest are their accounts of local religious cus- 
toms. Here is how Thietmar describes the cult practiced in Radogo$¢, the principal town of 
the Veletian confederation: 


There is in the land of the Redars a certain town in the shape of the triangle with three gates 
therein, called Riedegost, which is surrounded on all sides by a large virgin forest. Its two 
gates are open to all the incomers; the third one, facing east, is the smallest; it opens up to a 
footpath leading to a nearby lake of a terrifying appearance. There is in that town only one 
temple ingeniously constructed of wood [and] supported by a foundation of horns of various 
wild animals. On the outside its walls are decorated by various images of gods and goddesses, 
marvelously sculpted, as one can see upon examination. Inside, dressed in terrifying helmets 
and cuirasses, stand statues of gods, each with an engraved name, the first of whom bears the 
name of Zuarasic [Svarozic], who is honored and revered above the others by all the people. 
Their banners are not moved from there at all unless they are needed for a campaign and then 
[they are borne] by foot soldiers. ... There are as many temples and as many images of 
demons venerated by the infidels as there are regions in this land, among which the above- 
mentioned town has the supremacy. When they hasten to go to war, they greet it, and when 
they return from it successfully, they honor it with proper gifts and they inquire diligently . . . 


81. As symbols of personal and communal guarantees. 


HISTORICAL SETTING - 49 


which propitiating sacrifice the priests should offer to gods. They placate [the gods’] mute 
anger with human and cattle blood offerings. (Thietmar VI, 24-25) 


Thietmar’s testimony is amplified by Helmold: 


In those days [beginning of the twelfth century] a variety of idolatrous cults and superstitious 
aberrations grew strong again throughout all Slavia. Besides the [holy] groves and the house- 
hold gods in which the country and towns abound, the first and foremost deities are Prove, 
the god of the land of Oldenburg, Siva, the goddess of the Polabi[ans], and Redigast, the god 
of the land of the Abodrites. To these gods are dedicated priests, sacrificial libations, and a va- 
riety of religious rites. When the priest declares, according to the decisions of the lot, what 
solemnities are to be celebrated in honor of the gods, the men, women and children come to- 
gether and offer to their deities sacrifices of oxen and sheep, often, also of Christians with 
whose blood they say their gods are delighted. After the victim is felled, the priest drinks of 
its blood in order to render himself more potent in the receiving of oracles. For it is the opin- 
ion of many that demons are very easily conjured with blood. After the sacrifices have been 
consummated according to custom, the populace turns to feasting and entertainment. The 
Slavs, too, have a strange delusion. At their feasts and carousals they pass about a bowl over 
which they utter words . . . in the name of the gods, of the good one, as well as of the bad one, 
professing that all propitious fortune is arranged by the good god, adverse, by the bad god. 
Hence, also, in their language they call the bad god Diabol or Zcerneboch, that is, the black 
god. Among the multiform divinities of the Slavs, however, Zuantevit, the god of the land of 
the Rugiani [Ranians], stands out as the most distinguished: he is so much more effective in 
his oracular responses that out of regard for him they think of the others as demigods. On this 
account they are also accustomed every year to select by lot a Christian whom they sacrifice 
in his special honor. To his shrine are sent fixed sums from all the provinces of the Slavs to- 
ward defraying the cost of sacrifices. The people are, moreover, actuated by an extraordinary 
regard for the service of the fane, for they neither lightly indulge in oaths nor suffer the vicin- 
ity of the temple to be desecrated even in the face of an enemy. (Helmold, 158-159) 


These passages are often referred to in the continuing debate on the religious beliefs of 
the Slavs. Most scholars agree that, in accordance with Procopius’ testimony (1.18), the Slavs 
had one supreme deity—Svarog, the god of the sky, mentioned in the Slavic translation of 
the Byzantine Chronicle of John Malalas (3.5.1) and in the East Slavic Hypatian codex of 
the Primary Chronicle. It appears that Svarog could also go by the name of Perun (‘thunder’) 
who, according to some East Slavic sources, was the supreme deity of Kievan Rus’. This is 
the function assigned to Perun by the Primary Chronicle in the account of the treaties be- 
tween Rus’ and Byzantium in the years 912, 945, and 971 and in the reports of Vladimir’s 
pagan rule in Kiev under the year 980 and of his baptism in 988. 

Synoptic treatments of the subject of Slavic pagan religious beliefs have come from four 
Polish scholars: the historians Henryk Lowmiariski (1979) and Aleksander Gieysztor (1982) 
and the linguists Stanistaw Urbaficzyk (1991) and Leszek Moszyfski (1992). Although the 
social and functional emphases of Lowmianski and Gieysztor are complemented by the lin- 
guistic interests of Urbanczyk and Moszyfski, the ambiguity of the available sources, repre- 
senting strictly local traditions, and the difficulty inherent in the etymological interpretation 
of proper names have led these and other scholars to imaginative but largely unprovable con- 
Structs. Thus, in Moszynski’s view, the names of the deities mentioned by Thietmar and 





50 - HISTORICAL SETTING 


Helmold should be understood as instances of a religious tabu whereby Helmold’s Prove and 
Redigast are cryptonyms for Svarog, with Prove being the metathesized form of the Celtic 
sun god Borvo and Redigast being the place name Radogosé < Radogost-j-b described by 
Thietmar.82 Thietmar’s Zuarasic, in Moszyfski’s interpretation is also a cryptonym for 
Svarog, from which it is derived: Svarozic < Svarog-it-j-b. 

Other terms that occur in the quoted passages are easier to interpret: Siva may be read as 
Ziva, the goddess of life; the opposition of a good and a bad god is probably an echo of 
Manichaean Christian beliefs; Diabol (< diabplz) is a borrowing from Church Latin diabo- 
lus ‘devil’; Zcerneboch is a transcription of ér’ nobogs ‘black god’; Zuantevit, the four-faced 
chief deity on the island of Riigen, is Svetovith, a compound of the roots svet- ‘holy’ and vit- 
‘dwell’, the latter occurring in a number of native Slavic names, such as Vitoslavb, Vitomirs, 
Vitomysl», Jarovith, and Dorgovitn. The medieval chronicler’s identification of Svgtovitn 
with St. Vitus, patron saint of the abbey of Corvey, was probably connected with the saint’s 
missionary interest in the neighboring Slavs. 

As can be seen from these excerpts, the northwestern Slavs held fast to their tribal cus- 
toms and pagan beliefs, and the missionary efforts of the Saxon clergy, though admittedly 
feebler than those emanating from Bavaria, encountered strong resistance and suffered oc- 
casional setbacks. An interesting instance of these difficulties is to be found in Thietmar’s 
account of the life of his predecessor in Merseburg, Bishop Boso, who was especially keen 
on converting the Slavs to Christianity: “To facilitate the instruction of those entrusted to his 
care [Boso] wrote texts in Slavic and asked [the Slavs] to sing the Kyrie eleison explaining 
to them its benefit. These witless people twisted it mockingly into the perverse ukrivolsa 
which means in our language ‘an alder tree is in the bush’, saying: ‘This is what Boso has 
told us,’ although he said it differently” (Thietmar II, 37).°° 


1.44, Poland. Primitive tribal democracy of the kind described above by Thietmar was 
not compatible with statehood. In order to function as viable members of a medieval polity, 
states had to possess permanent social structures. First of all, a state had to be identified with 
a definite geographical space, a stretch of land whose physical features could imprint them- 
selves on the collective psyche. Such a rooting in a particular territory could not be brought 
about except by centralized political power which could define the territory’s limits and or- 
ganize their defense. This demanded, in turn, the development of a social hierarchy in which 
a ruler and a class of nobles shared the burdens of power and were able to interact with their 
social counterparts in other states. The definition of spheres of authority and the stabilization 
of administrative practices called for the adoption of definite legal procedures for whose for- 
mulation a supratribal literary language was needed. Cadres of learned, or at least literate, 
people had to be developed in order to use this language in the course of performing the nec- 
essary administrative functions. Hence the need for Christianity with its monastic tradition 
of learning, with its schools where Latin or Church Slavonic were taught, with its ability to 
replace tribal particularism with its own universalist message. 

To initiate a social revolution of these dimensions, strong leadership and permanent po- 


82. More persuasive is Urbariczyk’s (1991:188) surmise that Svarog's cryptonym is the personal name Radogost 
rather than its derivative, the place name Radogo<. 

83. Ukrivolsa is an attempt to render Slavic v ki vol§a which contains the locative case of ke# ‘bush’ and the 
nominative olsfa ‘alder’. The noun ke? is a reflex of *karjb which arose from *kpre ‘bush’ by analogy to the collective 
*kpr-Bje ‘shrubbery’. The noun olssa is the West Slavic reflex of *alixd by the third palatalization of velars (2.31) with a 
prothetic v (2.21). 
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litical institutions had to emerge. These were clearly lacking among the northwestern Slavs. 
In Bulgaria and in Rus’ they were provided by non-Slavic elements, while in the other Slavic 
states they arose as soon as native conditions became propitious. In Moravia it was the po- 
litical vacuum left after the defeat of the Avars and the emergence of a strong local leader in 
the person of Rostislav that supplied the impulse for the development of statehood. The 
downfall of Moravia opened the way for Bohemia to become the foremost state of the area, 
a goal achieved under the leadership of the tribe of the PraZans and its rulers from the house 
of Pfemysl. In Poland favorable conditions for statehood did not arrive until the second half 
of the tenth century. With Germany weakened by civil wars, unsuccessful military engage- 
ments in west Francia and southern Italy, and an open rebellion of the northwestern Slavs, 
Duke Mieszko (ca. 930-992)*4 of the tribe of the Polans in the area known today as Great 
Poland extended his realm in every direction, reaching the Baltic in the north, the Bug in the 
east, and the Carpathians in the south, and annexing Silesia in the west. 

Of the tribes mentioned by the Bavarian Geographer, only those known from other 
sources can be identified and their location approximated. The following must have been part 
of Mieszko’s state: Gopleans (Glopeani) in Great Poland on Lake Gopto, Vistulans (Vuis- 
lane) along the upper Vistula, and Silesians (Sleenzane),; DédoSans (Dadosesani), Opolans 
(Opolini), and Golensites (Golensizi) along the Oder. The most intriguing is the identity and 
location of the Lendites (Lenditi). This ethnic appellation, which does not appear in Polish 
sources, seems to be derived from the root */gd- ‘untilled land’. Judging by the use of tribal 
names containing this root in non-Polish sources, Lendites may refer to the Poles, cf. Lithuan- 
ian /énkas, Hungarian lengyel, East Slavic ljaxb < *lexp,8° all meaning ‘Pole’. Also con- 
taining this root are Slavic tribal terms /enzanénoi and lenzeninois found in chapters 9 and 
37, respectively, of Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ De administrando imperio (1.23). The for- 
mer refers to a tribe settled in the basin of the Dnieper, while the latter appears to be located 
somewhere on the southwestern border of Rus’. It is impossible to ascertain whether the */gd- 
formations of the Bavarian Geographer and those of Constantine Porphyrogenitus referred 
to the same Polish tribe.®® If they did, the only possible location for such a tribe would be be- 
tween the Bug and the upper reaches of the Pripet. 

The earliest local source on Polish history is a chronicle compiled in the beginning of the 
twelfth century by a Benedictine monk who came to Poland from the West, most probably 
from France, but whose identity is unknown. His chronicle gives an account of the earliest 


84. The lively discussion on the question of the origin of the Polish duke’s name has not produced a generally ac- 
cepted solution. In all likelihood it is a hypocoristic truncation of some Slavic name beginning with the syllables me, mé 
or mb and extended by the suffix -x-bk- (cf. Russian MiSa, MfSka for Mixail ‘Michael’, Pda, Pdka for Pavel ‘Paul’). 
Possible candidates for such a derivation are the roots mer- ‘throw’ (cf. Po. Miecistaw), meé- ‘sword’ (cf. Po, Mieczystaw), 
med- ‘honey’ alone or in the compound medvéds ‘bear’, méx- ‘sack’. Complicating matters further is an eleventh-century 
Latin document from the papal chancery in Rome in which Mieszko is referred to as Dagome (or Dagone) iudex ‘judge 
Dagome’. This could be a compound of the name Dago (as in the Germanic name Dagobert), which Mieszko may have 
received at his baptism in 966, and the initial syllable of his Slavic name. 

85. With the East Slavic change ¢ > ‘a and emotive replacement of root-final consonant by -x- (cf. Polish brach for 
brat ‘brother’ and the Ukrainian adjective /jac’ kyj ‘Polish’ < */edpskéjp). It is from a Latinized form of */exz that the 
Polish chronicler Wincenty Kadtubek (ca. 1150-1223) coined the name Lechite as a synonym of Pole. This artificial term 
has been put to use in Slavic linguistics as the designation of the West Slavic languages whose reflexes of Proto-Slavic 
nasal vowels retain their nasal resonance. These languages include Polish and Kashubian as well as the extinct north- 
western Slavic languages of which Polabian is the best known. 

86. One and the same name may refer to different ethnic entities; compare the cases of the West Slavic (Gniezno) 
and East Slavic (Kiev) Polans or of the Veneti mentioned in 1.4. 
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Polish history from the legendary beginnings of the Piast dynasty, through the rule of 
Mieszko and his son Bolestaw the Brave (992-1025), leading up to the times of King 
Bolestaw II Wrymouth (1102-1138), Known as the Chronicle of Anonymous Gallus, it is, 
like its contemporary Czech chronicle of Cosmas, couched in highly literate, versified Latin. 
In the introduction to Book I the chronicler sets Poland in its larger Slavic context, conclud- 
ing his description with a glowing vision of Slavdom: 


Poland is in the northern part of Slavdom. In the east its neighbor is Rus’, in the south Hun- 
gary, in the southwest Moravia and Bohemia, in the west Denmark and Saxony. From the side 
of the North Sea [the Baltic] . . . ithas three very savage neighboring peoples of barbarian pa- 
gans, namely Selentia, Pomerania, and Prussia.®” . . . The land of the Slavs, which in the north 
is divided into or consists of such different countries, stretches from the Sarmatians .. . to 
Denmark and Saxony; from Thrace through Hungary . . . and further on through Carantania 
it reaches Bavaria. Finally in the south, along the Mediterranean Sea beginning from Epirus 
through Dalmatia, Croatia, and Istria, it reaches the shore of the Adriatic Sea where Venice 
and Aquileia are situated and borders there with Italy... . Although this land is heavily 
wooded, it abounds in gold and silver, bread and meat, fish and honey. It is to be preferred 
over other [lands] because, even though it is surrounded by so many of the above-mentioned 
Christian and pagan peoples and was attacked by them many times jointly or singly, it has 
never been completely subjugated. A land where the air is healthy, the fields are fertile, the 
forests are flowing with honey, the waters are full of fish, the warriors are pugnacious, the 
peasants are hard-working, the horses are tough, the oxen are ready to till the land, the cows 
have plenty of milk, the sheep have plenty of wool. (Anonymous Gallus, 9-10) 


Ibrahim Ibn Ja‘qiib (1.41) speaks equally highly of the natural riches of Poland but adds a 
note of practicality to his account of Mieszko’s reign: 


As for the land of M.3.ka [Mieszko], it is the most spacious of the {Slavs’] lands and it has an 
abundance of food, meat, honey, and arable land. His taxes are set according to the weight of 
merchandise and they go for the pay of his men. Every month every one of them receives a 
fixed sum. He has three thousand armored men divided into units and every hundred of them 
is equal to ten hundred others. And he gives these men their clothes, horses, armor, and every- 
thing they need. If to one of them a child is born, he orders that it be paid a [soldier’s] pay 
from the moment it was born, whether the child is of male or female sex. When the child grows 
up, then, if it is a man, he will marry him off and will pay a dowry for him to the (bride’s} fa- 
ther. If it is a girl, then he will give her in marriage and will pay a dowry for her to the [groom’s] 
father. . . . If some man has two or three daughters, then this is the cause of his wealth. If he 
has two sons, then this is the cause of his poverty. (Ibn Ja‘quib, 415) 


In 966, in a virtual imitation of Rostislav's preemptive invitation of Slavic missionaries 
to Moravia, Mieszko summoned missionaries from Bohemia and was baptized by them to- 
gether with his countrymen. This led to the establishment of the Polish archbishopric of 
Gniezno and allowed the Polish church to answer directly to Rome rather than to the arch- 
bishopric of Magdeburg. Mieszko’s baptism, however, championed according to tradition by 


87. Selentia occurs only in Anonymous Gallus, and its domain is unknown. Had the chronicler not localized it by 
the Baltic, one could surmise that it refers to the region east of the Saal which was conquered by Bolestaw the Brave and 
which in his days was still inhabited by the Slavs. Prussia was inhabited by the Baltic-speaking Prussians. 
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his wife Dobrava, daughter of Boleslav I of Bohemia, was not met with uniform enthusiasm 
by the Polans, even though the beginning of Thietmar’s account of the event would seem to 
suggest the opposite: “[Mieszko], upon incessant pleadings of his beloved wife, spewed out 
the poison of paganism into which he was born and cleansed the stigma of the original sin in 
holy baptism, and immediately the previously infirm members of the populace followed their 
chief and beloved ruler and, clad in nuptial garments, were counted among the children of 
Christ” (Thietmar IV, 56). Yet in the very next sentence Thietmar tells us that “Jordan, the 
first bishop [of the Poles], labored hard among them before this industrious man, through 
word and deed, induced them to cultivate the Lord’s vineyard.” 

The original reluctance of the native population to accept Christianity was widespread. 
According to a passage found in the Vita Methodii, some eighty years before Mieszko’s bap- 
tism Methodius warned the southern Polish tribe of the Vistulans not to resist Christianiza- 
tion: “A very powerful pagan prince settled on the Vistula offended the Christians and did 
evil. Having sent [messengers] to him, [Methodius] said: ‘My son, it would be well for you 
to accept baptism of your own will in your own land, rather than be baptized forcibly as a 
prisoner in a foreign land. You will remember me.’ And so it happened” (Vita Methodii 11). 
This passage is often cited as one of the indications that Slavic liturgy introduced to Moravia 
by Constantine and Methodius was for a time used also in southern Poland. Some scholars 
g0 so far as to surmise that in the last quarter of the tenth century Cracow may have been the 
seat of a Slavic eparchy.8 


1.45. The eastern Slavs. According to the Primary Chronicle, the eastern Slavic tribes 
were settled in the basins of the middle and upper Dnieper, the upper Western Dvina, the up- 
per Volga, and the Lovat-IlImen-Volkhov-Ladoga waterway. Of the dozen or so tribes men- 
tioned by the chronicle, the dominant ones were the Polians on the Dnieper around Kiev, the 
Slovians on Lake IIlmen around Novgorod, and the Krivichians at the head waters of the 
Volga, the Dvina, and the Dnieper with Smolensk as their main town. Foreign travelers were 
struck by the harshness of their climate and curious bathing habits. In the words of Ibn Ja‘qub: 


The lands of the Slavs are the coldest of all the lands. The greatest cold is when there is full 
moon at night and the days are cloudless. Then frost increases and ice increases. The ground 
hardens like stone, all liquids freeze, wells and puddles are covered with a hard layer so that 
they become like stone. And when people breathe out, there forms on their beards a coat of ice 
as if it were glass. ... They have no baths but they use log cabins in which gaps (between logs] 
are stuffed with something that appears on their trees and looks like seaweed—they call it mx. 
[Proto-Slavic mzxz ‘moss’]. . . . In one comer they put up a stone stove and above it they open 
up a hole to let the smoke from the stove escape. When the stove is good and hot, they close 
up the opening and close the door of the hut. Inside are vessels with water and they pour out 
of them water onto the hot stove and steam comes from it. Each of them has in his hand a tuft 
of grass with which they make air circulate and draw it to themselves. Then their pores open 
up and the unneeded substances from their bodies come out. (Ibn Ja‘qiib, 418-419)®9 


88. A discussion and a bibliographic survey of this problem may be found in Lowmiafiski 1970:493-515. 

89. This description of Slavic bathing habits is remarkably similar to the practices one still encounters in Russian 
provincial bathhouses (banjas), where bathers use bunches of fresh twigs (Ru. veniki) to sprinkle cold water over them- 
selves in order to coo! off. This habit has always puzzled foreigners; witness the account atiributed to the apostle Andrew 
and cited, undoubtedly for its anecdotal value, in the Primary Chronicle. According to this apocryphal story, this is what 
Andrew saw as he was retuming to Rome from a trip to the vicinity of Novgorod: “They warm [the bathhouses] to ex- 
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The challenges encountered by the eastern Slavs were less formidable than those facing 
the Slavic inhabitants of the Balkans and Central Europe. With the western Slavs preoccu- 
pied by the problem of containing German expansion eastward, the western periphery of the 
eastern Slavs was relatively secure. Their northern neighbors were the comparatively weak 
and peaceful Baltic and Finnish tribes. In the east, along the Volga, there lived the Turkic Bul- 
gars and Khazars, who appeared to be more interested in profit from trade with the Islamic 
world than in making war on their Slavic neighbors. The southern border presented the great- 
est danger. It ran alongside the steppe corridor which stretched from the Caspian Sea to the 
mouth of the Danube and was the favorite route of migrant tribes heading toward the Greek 
colonies spread along the northern shore of the Black Sea and beyond them to the Balkans 
and Western Europe. Before the Great Migrations the southern regions were inhabited suc- 
cessively by the Iranian Scythians and Sarmatians and the Germanic Goths. The contacts of 
these peoples with the prehistoric Slavs living in this area left a lasting imprint on the proto- 
Slavic lexicon (2.55). During the Great Migrations and their aftermath the corridor’s wide 
expanse of grasslands served as the roadway to Europe for the Turkic Huns, Avars, Bulgars, 
and Pechenegs, and the Altaic Magyars. These nomadic tribes left little lexical sediment on 
Slavic, but they may have influenced the development of Slavic phonology (Galton 1994). 

Although the Pechenegs, who occupied the steppe corridor in the tenth and eleventh cen- 
turies, did conduct raids on the southernmost towns of Rus’, the threat they presented to the 
emerging state was not one of direct military confrontation. More vexing was the fact that 
the Pechenegs were in a position to interdict or, at the very least, seriously hamper Europe’s 
trade with Byzantium and the Near East. Sitting astride the lower Dnieper, which was the 
principal commercial route to the countries along and beyond the Black Sea, the Pechenegs 
posed a constant menace to river traffic. Especially vulnerable were the points of portage at 
the several Dnieper cataracts, where heavily laden boats had to be dragged overland through 
the territory controlled by the Pechenegs. With the eastern Mediterranean cut off by the Arab 
pirates, the availability of the Baltic-Dnieper—Black Sea alternative waterway was of vital 
concem to all of Northem Europe and, above all, to Europe’s most active “international” 
traders, the Scandinavian Vikings or Norsemen. 


1.46. The Norsemen in Eastern Europe. Trade, no doubt, was at the root of the Norse- 
men’s lasting involvement in the political life of the eastern Slavs. Eager to maintain their 
commercial links with Eastern Europe and the lands beyond it, they explored and adapted to 
their use a vast network of trading routes which took full advantage of the rich system of east- 
em European waterways. One such route, which allowed the Norsemen to circle Europe on 
the way to and from Byzantium, is described in the Primary Chronicle: 


A trade-route connected the Varangians™ with the Greeks. Starting from Greece, this route 
proceeds along the Dnieper, above which a portage leads to the Lovat’. By following the 


treme heat, then undress, and after anointing themselves with an acid liquid, they take young branches and lash their bod- 
ies. They actually lash themselves so violently that they barely escape alive. Then they drench themselves with cold wa- 
ter, and thus are revived” (Primary Chronicte 54). 

90. Loca! sources identify the Norsemen with whom the East Slavs came into contact as the Varangians. This 
term is probably derived from Old Norse *varing- ‘ally’ (Vasmer/Trubaxev 1964:276), and its choice may be duc to the 
purely commercial interests of the Norsemen involved in the East European venture (compare Slavic gost ‘guest’ and 
‘merchant’). In this respect, the ways of the Varangians differed significantly from the combative mentality of their West 
European Viking cousins. 
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Lovat’, the great lake Il’men’ is reached. The river Volkhov flows out of this lake and enters 
the great lake Nevo [Ladoga]. The mouth of this lake [the Neva] opens into the Varangian Sea 
{Baltic}. Over this sea goes the route to Rome, and on from Rome overseas to Tsar’ grad [Con- 
stantinople}. The Pontus [Black Sea], into which flows the river Dnieper, may be reached from 
that point. (Primary Chronicle, 53) 


More details on the Novgorod-Kiev-Constantinople portion of this route are provided by 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus: 


The monoxyla (dugouts] which come down from outer Russia [Rus’] to Constantinople are 
from Novgorod, . . . and others from the city of Smolensk and from Lyubech and Chemigov 
and from Vyshegrad. All these come down the river Dnieper, and are collected together at the 
city of Kiev. . . . Their Slav tributaries . . . cut the monoxyla on their mountains in time of win- 
ter, and when they have prepared them, as spring approaches, and the ice melts, they bring 
them on to the neighboring lakes. And since these debouch into the river Dnieper, they enter 
thence on to this same river, and come down to Kiev, and draw {the monoxyla) along to be 
finished and sell them to the Russians [Rus’). The Russians buy these bottoms only, furnish- 
ing them with oars and rowlocks and other tackle froni their old monoxyla, which they dis- 
mantle. ... And in the month of June they move off down the river Dnieper and come to 
Vitichev, which is a tributary city of the Russians, and there they gather during two or three 
days; and when all the monoxyla are collected together, then they set out, and come down the 
said Dnieper river. 


After overcoming the dangers of the Dnieper cataracts and the Pecheneg attacks, the trav- 
elers reached the island of St. Aitherios, today’s Berezan’, at the mouth of the Dnieper: 


Arrived at this island, they rest themselves there for two or three days. And they re-equip their 
monoxyla with such tackle as is needed, sails and masts and rudders, which they bring with 
them.°! . . . They come thence to the Dniester river, and having got safely there they rest again. 
But when the weather is propitious, they put to sea and come to the river called Aspros [prob- 
ably lake Alibei), and after resting there too in like manner, they again set out and come to the 
Selinas, to the so called branch of the Danube river. And until they are past the river Selinas, 
the Pechenegs keep pace with them. And if it happens that the sea casts a monoxylon on shore, 
they all put in to land, in order to present a united opposition to the Pechenegs. But after the 
Selinas they fear nobody, but entering the territory of Bulgaria, they come to the mouth of the 
Danube. From the Danube they proceed to the Konopas, . . . Constantia, .. . Varna, and... 
the river Ditzina, all of which are Bulgarian territory. From the Ditzina they reach the district 
of Mesembria, and there at last their voyage, fraught with such travail and terror, such diffi- 
culty and danger, is at an end. (Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 60-63) 


The Primary Chronicle also traces the Varangian route to the Middle East: 


The Dnieper itself rises in the upland forest [the Valdai Hills), and flows southward. The 
[Western] Dvina has its source in this same forest, but flows northward and empties into the 
Varangian Sea. The Volga rises in this same forest but flows to the east, and discharges through 


91. It is there, presumably, that boat outfitters made the monoxyla seaworthy by adding planks to the shipboards. 
The monoxyla with raised shipboards (known in Rus’ as nabojnye from nabiti ‘to nail on’) were used in the Avaro-Slav 
attack on Constantinople in 626. 
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seventy mouths into the Caspian Sea. It is possible by this route to the eastward to reach the 
[Volga] Bulgars and the Caspians [Khazars], and thus attain the region of Shem [the Arabic 
lands] (Primary Chronicle, 53). 


There are echoes of the actual exploitation of this route in the East Slavic epic folk songs, 
the bylinas, of the Novgorod cycle, particularly in those recounting the adventures of the 
happy-go-lucky Vasilij Buslaevié and the rich merchant Sadko. Vasilij’s pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem is presented as a voyage by riverways only, beginning on Lake Imen and contin- 
uing via the Volga and the Caspian Sea to the Jordan. The bylina of Sadko describes the fre- 
quent trips of his flotilla of thirty boats from the Volkhov into Lake Ladoga and then by the 
Neva onto the “blue sea” [the Baltic]. There his boats turn around and make for the “Golden 
Horde,” where Sadko sells his Novgorod merchandise at a fine profit. His boats, laden with 
barrels of gold, silver, and pearls, turn around again and take their precious cargo back to the 
“blue sea.” 

Foreigners also showed an interest in the commercial routes of Rus’. This is what Ibn 
Hurdadbeh, a ninth-century Persian scholar and civil servant stationed in Baghdad, had to 
say about them in his Book of Routes and Kingdoms: 


The route of the Rus’ merchants: They are a tribe from among the Saq@liba. They bring beaver 
and black fox pelts as well as swords from the farthest limits of Saqlabija to the Byzantine 
{Black} Sea, where the Byzantine ruler imposes a tithe on them. If they wish, they proceed on 
the Volga [Tin or Til?},?? the river [Nahr] of the Saqaliba,% . . . arrive on the Caspian Sea, 
and come ashore wherever they wish. . .. Sometimes they transport their wares on camelback 
from the Caspian to Baghdad. (Ibn Hurdadbeh, 77) 


Smooth functioning of the Norsemen’s commercial enterprise required the protection of 
their trading routes, whether they be in Eastern Europe or anywhere else around the world. 
To this end, the Norsemen developed an elaborate support system for their overseas opera- 
tions. It consisted of a network of market towns established near particularly important lo- 
cations along the trading routes. These settlements or vics, as they are often called, functioned 
as trading posts for the passing merchants and as military outposts guarding especially dan- 
gerous sections of the trading routes. Novgorod, Beloozero, and Izborsk, mentioned in the 
Primary Chronicle in its romanticized account of the “calling of the Varangians,” were prob- 
ably such vics: 


The (Slavic) tributaries of the Varangians drove them back beyond the sea and, refusing them 
further tribute, set out to govern themselves. There was no law among them, but tribe rose 


92. Although the spelling of the river name is corrupt, the context suggests that its reconstruction as #1, the name 
of the Volga in carly Turkic, yields a likelier reading than Tanais, that is, the Don (Lewicki 1956:133-137). 

93. The terms Saqdliba and Saqlabtya are usually thought to designate the Slavs and Slavdom. Hence, the Arabic 
phrase Nahr as-Saqaliba has been rendered as ‘the river of the Slavs’. Pritsak (1981:25) contests this interpretation, at- 
tributing it to the “patriotic historians of Eastem Europe,” and claims that Sagdliba actually meant ‘slaves’ and that Nahr 
as-Saqdliba should be understood as ‘the Highway of the Slaves’. This interpretation, however, clashes with Ibn 
Hurdadbeh’s use of the terms Sagaliba and Saglablya as ethnic designations; witness his description of the Radaniya Jew- 
ish traders as speakers of “Arabic, Persian, Greek, Frankish, Andalusian [Iberian Romance] and Saglablya” (Lewicki 
1956:74-75). Ibn Fadlin’s (1.47.e) use of the tesm Saqdliba with reference to the Volga Bulgars is an example of the fre- 
quently observed transfer of names from one ethnic community to another (Kmictowicz et al., eds., 1985:118-119, ef. 
1.4). It is hard to imagine that Ibn Fadlan's designation of the ruler of the Bulgars as the malik as-Saqaliba *king of the 
Sagaliba’ could be interpreted as the ‘king of the slaves’. 





HISTORICAL SETTING - 57 


against tribe. Discord thus ensued among them, and they began to war one against another. 
They said to themselves, ‘Let us seek a prince who may rule over us and judge us according 
to the Law.’ They accordingly went overseas to the Varangian Russes: these particular 
Varangians were known as Russes (Rus’], just as some are called Swedes, and others Nor- 
mans, English, and Gotlanders, for they were thus named. The Chuds, the Slavs [Slovians], 
the Krivichians, and the Ves’ [Vepse] then said to the people of Rus’, ‘Our land is great and 
rich, but there is no order in it. Come to rule and reign over us.’ They thus selected three broth- 
ers with their kinsfolk, who took with them all the Russes and migrated. The oldest, Rurik, 
located himself in Novgorod; the second, Sineus, at Beloozero; and the third, Truvor, in 
Izborsk. On account of these Varangians, the district of Novgorod became known as the land 
of Rus’. (Primary Chronicle, 59-60)** 


Kiev, with its strategic location at the crossroads of the commercial routes to Byzantium 
and the Khazars, became the next possession of the Varangians. Under its first Varangian 
rulers, the noblemen Askold and Dir and their successors Oleg and Rurik’s son Igor, Kiev 
became the capital of Kievan Rus’ and the metropolis of the eastern Slavs. Its leading role 
was rarely challenged by the independent-minded citizenry of Novgorod. 

The importance of Kiev as the capital and trading center of Rus’ was noted by the Per- 
sian geographer al-Istarkhi writing in the first half of the tenth century: 


The Russians are of three kinds. The king of those nearest to Bulghar lives in a city called 
Kuyabah [Kiev]. It is larger than Bulghar. Another kind, farther off than these, is called 
Slawiyah [probably the Sloveni of Novgorod], and there is a kind called Arthaniyah, whose 
king lives in Artha [Scandinavia?]. The people come to trade in Kiev. It is not recorded that 
any stranger has ever entered Artha, for they kill all strangers who set foot in their land. They 
descend by water to trade and say nothing of their affairs and merchandise. They let none ac- 
company them or enter their land. From Artha are brought black sable-skins and lead. (al- 
Istarkhi, 99) 


1.47. The terms Rus’ and Russian. The problem of the origin of the term Rus’ has di- 
vided scholarship into two camps, the “Normanists,” who accept the general drift of the ex- 
planation given by the Primary Chronicle, and the “anti-Normanists,” who do not.?> Ac- 
cording to the Normanists, the East Slavic Rus’ is a borrowing either directly from 
Scandinavian, where we find such terms as the Old Icelandic rops-menn, rops-karlar ‘oars- 
men, seamen’ and the Swedish Ros-lagen (the coastal area of Uppland, across the Baltic from 
the Gulf of Finland) or, what is likelier, from Finnish, where Ruotsi (< West Finnic Rotst) is 
the name of Sweden and Ruotsalainen denotes a Swede.” In this explanation, the people 


94. Of the towns mentioned by Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Smolensk must have been an especially important vic, 
if we are to judge it by the very large necropolis in nearby Gnezdovo (Schenker 1989). The vics in the Baltic Sea included 
Birka and Gotland in Sweden, Grobin in Latvia, and Wollin and Haithabu in northeast Germany. The Volga route was pro- 
tected by the vics in Staraja Ladoga (Aldeigjuborg) and Bulgar. 

95. Anti-Normanist positions represent various agendas and theories, including the scholarship of the Eurasian view 
which, by and large, was also the official Soviet point of view. For extensive summaries of the controversy, see Mosin 
1930 and Lowmiatiski 1957; shorter accounts may-be found in the introduction to Samuel H. Cross and Olgerd P. 
Sherbowitz-Wetzor's edition of the Primary Chronicle (1953:39-50) and in Pritsak 1981:3-6. The latter book contributes 
to the debate on the origin of Rus’ by offering revisionist interpretations of some of the known sources and adducing a num- 
ber of Scandinavian and Orienta! sources that had not been considered previously. The highly speculative inferences drawn 
therefrom offer an intricate but fragile network of constructs. Their examination is beyond the scope of the present survey. 

96. Literally, ‘a Swedish man’; similar terms exist in Estonian and other Finnic languages of the area. 
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who in Slavic were called Rus’, in Greek Rhds, and in Arabic Ris were Norsemen involved 
in trade with the Orient and Byzantium. The Rus’-Byzantine treaty of 912, cited by the Pri- 
mary Chronicle, offers a striking confirmation of the identification of the Rus’ with Norse- 
men since all the Rus’ emissaries mentioned in the treaty bear Scandinavian names: “We of 
the Rus’ nation: Karl, Ingjald, Farulf, Vermund, Hrollaf, Gunnar, Harold, Kami, Frithleif, 
Hroarr, Angantyr, Throand, Leithulf, Fast, and Steinvith, are sent by Oleg, Great Prince of 
Rus’ .. . unto you, Leo, and Alexander and Constantine, . .. Emperors of the Greeks, for the 
maintenance and proclamation of the long-standing amity which joins Greeks and Russes” 
(Primary Chronicle, 63-64). 

Although the primary connection of the Rus’ was with the eastern Slavs, to whom they 
eventually lent their name, ancient sources mention them in other contexts as well. The 
following passages from non-Slavic sources are often quoted in support of the Normanist 
view: 

(a) The Carolingian Annals of St. Bertin (830-882) tell of a diplomatic incident which 
occurred in 839 when a Byzantine embassy from the emperor Theophilus (r. 829-842) ar- 
rived in Ingelheim on the Rhine at the court of Emperor Louis the Pious (r. 814-840): 


[Theophilus] sent with them some men who called themselves, that is the people to which 
they belonged, Rhos; according to them, their king, called kagan, sent them to [Theophilus] 
in friendship. [Theophilus] asked in [his] letter that the emperor graciously give them per- 
mission and help to retum to their country through his empire because the roads by which 
they had travelled to Constantinople fell into the hands of barbarian and exceedingly wild 
tribes and he would not wish to expose them to great danger. Having diligently investigated 
the reasons for their arrival, the emperor established that they belonged to the people of the 
Sueoni [Swedes]. (Annals of St. Bertin, 44) 


Louis the Pious, concerned about the Viking raids on the coastal towns in the North Sea, sus- 
pected that the visiting Rhos could be spies. He detained them pending further investigation 
but promised Theophilus to have them repatriated or sent back to Constantinople if they turn 
out to be honorable people. 

(b) Liudprand of Cremona (1.40) identified the Rus’ seamen who assaulted Constantin- 
ople in 941 under the command of Prince Igor as Norsemen (Nordmanni):9” 


There is a certain northern people whom the Greeks call Rusii from the color of their skins,”* 
while we from the position of their country call them Nordmanni. In the German language 
nord means ‘north’ and man means ‘human being’, so that Nordmanni is the equivalent to 
‘men of the north’. These people had a king named Inger (Igor), who got together a fleet of a 
thousand ships or more, and sailed for Constantinople. (Liudprand, 185) 


The Byzantines, Liudprand continues, though taken unawares by the attack of the Rusii, 
hastily recommissioned fifteen mothballed ships and, having equipped them with the re- 
doubtable “Greek fire” or flame throwers, routed the invaders.°? 

(c) Constantine Porphyrogenitus in his description of the Dnieper cataracts distinguished 
clearly between their Rus’ (Greek Rh@sistf) names, which were Scandinavian, and their 


91. This attack on Constantinople was preceded by the expeditions of Askold and Dir in 860 and of Oleg in 907. 
98, Liudprand’s folk etymology is based on Greek rhotisios ‘dark red’ or Latin russus ‘red’. 
99. A similar account of the battle is found in the East Slavic Primary Chronicle. 
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Slavic (Greek Sklabénistf) counterparts. Four of these pairs are listed below (Constantine 
Porphyrogenitus, 58-61):!0° 
1. Rus’ Ulvorsi (< Adlmfors ‘island cataract’) 
Slavic Ostrobounipraékh (< LPSI. ostroven’jp porgs ‘island cataract’) 
2. Rus’ Aeiphér (< aifors ‘ever-raging’) 
Slavic Neasét (< nejasyt» ‘pelican’ < LPSI. ne-je-syts ‘unsatiable’) 
3. Rus’ Barouph6ros (< varufors ‘rocky cataract’) 
Slavic Boulnéprékh (< LPSI. vjnsn£jp porgs ‘billowing cataract’) 


4. Rus’ Lednti (< leandi ‘seething’) 
Slavic Berowtzé (< LPSI. vargc£jp ‘boiling’) 


(d) Ibn Rustah (also Ibn Rosteh), a Persian writing in Arabic in the beginning of the tenth 
century, contrasted the Slavs and the Russes in his encyclopedic compilation entitled A Book 
of Precious Valuables. After giving a fairly detailed description of the localization and cus- 
toms of the Slavs, in which he characterized them as forest-dwelling collectors of honey, rais- 
ers of pigs, and growers of millet, Ibn Rustah passes on to the Russes: 


As for Russes, they inhabit an island surrounded by a lake. The island is three days’ journey 
large, covered with woods and woody swamps. It is so unhealthy and humid that when a man 
puts his foot on the ground, the ground shakes because of the soaked earth.'©! . . . They or- 
ganize attacks upon the Slavs. They arrive in boats, approach, seize them into captivity, and 
take them to the Khazars and the [Volga] Bulgars and sell them to these people, They do not 
have tilled fields, but eat only what they bring from the land of the Slavs. . .. They do not own 
any land, or villages, or cultivated fields. Their only occupation is trade in pelts of sables, 
squirrels, and other fur animals which they sell to those who want to buy them. . . . They have 
numerous towns!©2 and live well. ... They are tall, stately, and courageous. However, they 
do not show this courage on Jand but conduct their assaults and campaigns solely on board 
ships. (Ibn Rustah, 39-43) 


(e) Ibn Fadlin was a member of a diplomatic mission to the Volga Bulgars dispatched in 
921-922 by al-Muktadir, the caliph of Bagdad. The object of the mission was to forge an al- 
liance against the Khazars, whose control of the lands north of the Caspian Sea posed a threat 
to the continued exploitation of the Volga as the principal waterway in the conduct of East- 
West trade. Ibn Fadlin’s Risdla (‘writing’), that is, his description of the appearance and cus- 
toms of the Rus’ merchants whom he met in Bulgar, complements the observations of Ibn 
Rustah: 


I have seen the Riis as they came on their merchant journeys and encamped by the Atil [Volga]. 
I have never seen more perfect physical specimens, tall as date palms, blond and ruddy; they 


100, Reconstructions of the names of the cataracts, cited by Constantine, have been the subject of a long scholarly 
debate. Its history (and bibliography) may be found in Falk 1951; see also Shevelov 1955. It is interesting that Constan- 
tine cited Slavic *porgs ‘threshold, cataract’ in its South Slavic form as prakh (showing the Byzantine Greek spirantiza- 
tion of g), rather than in the East Slavic form with polnoglasie. 

101. It is not known what locality Ibn Rustah had in mind. It could have been in a Scandinavian country (e.g. Birka 
on lake Malaren in Sweden or the island of Gotland in the Baltic) or in Rus’ (e.g. Novgorod, whose Norse name Hédlm- 
gardr means ‘island town’). 

102. This is probably a reference to the vics (discussed above). Their profusion in Rus’ is evident from the name Gar- 
dartki ‘country of (fortified) towns’ with which the Scandinavians designated Rus’ (compare Castile in Spain and Castelli 
Romani in Italy). 
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wear neither qurtags [tunics]! nor caftans, but the men wear a garment which covers one 
side of the body and leaves a hand free. Each man has an axe, a sword, and a knife, and keeps 
each by him at all times. Their swords are broad and grooved, of Frankish sort. . .. When they 
have come from their land and anchored on, or tied up at the shore of, the Atil, which is a great 
river, they build big houses of wood on the shore, each holding ten to twenty persons more or 
less. Each man has a couch on which he sits. With them are pretty slave girls destined for sale 
to merchants. (Ibn Fadian, 95-96) 


Ibn Fadlan’s account ends with the celebrated description of a funeral in which a Rus’ man, 
in a typically Viking fashion, is cremated together with his ship and his possessions, includ- 
ing a slave girl.!9% 

Such testimonies could be multiplied.'°5 They leave little doubt that the Rus’ of early 
Slavic history were Norsemen (Varangians or Vikings) who, having settled among the east- 
ern Slavs, became totally Slavicized. Originally the terms Rus’ and Russian referred specif- 
ically to the Norsemen, but from the eleventh century on, they came to denote Slavic-speak- 
ing Christian inhabitants of Eastern Europe without any regard to their ethnic origin, be it 
Slavic, Scandinavian, Finnic, Baltic, or Khazar. Eventually the term Rus’ acquired a geo- 
graphic connotation and came to name the land, further specified as Novgorodian Rus’, 
Kievan Rus’, Moscovite Rus’, and so on. Different historical destinies of the northeastern 
and southwestern portions of Rus’ have resulted in the linguistic and political division of the 
area into the three modern states, Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus.! 


103. Adapted into Russian and Polish as kiirtka ‘jacket’. 

104, In an abridgment of the Risala composed by Amin Riazi, a sixteenth-century Persian geographer, the capital of 
the Riis is said to be called Kyawh, that is, Kiev (Smyser 1965:102). 

105. One could add here the accounts of the Arab al-Mas‘udi, the Jew Ibrahim Ibn Ja‘qib, the Greek Photius, and 
other Oriental and Byzantine writers (Tixomirov 1940:19—40). 

106. With Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus having a shared past, it has been a common Russian and Westem practice to 
refer to the medicval variety of their languages as “Old Russian,” there being no specialized adjectives to correspond to 
the distinction between Rus’ and Russia. This usage, however, has been found offensive and potentially confusing be- 
cause of the concurrent use of the terms “Old Ukrainian” and “Old Belarussian.” To remedy the situation some American 
scholars have used the adjective Rus'ian as a pendant to Rus’. This coinage, however, has not gained wide acceptance, 
and in this volume the term East Slavic is used to denote the pre-Petrine variety of Russian, Ukrainian, and Belarussian. 


2. LANGUAGE 


2.1. The historical comparative method and the concept of the proto-language. When 
learning a new language, we tend to stress the differences that separate it from other lan- 
guages we know, especially our native language. This focus on the new and the unfamiliar 
may prevent us from realizing that languages exhibit many similarities in all areas of their 
structure, be it in phonology, grammar, or lexicon. Sometimes these similarities are random 
and may be due to sheer fortuity or linguistic borrowing. Ancient Greek hdlos ‘whole’ or 
rhaindé ‘I! sprinkle’ are at first sight similar in sound and meaning to English whole and rain, 
but further investigation shows that this similarity is not systemic and that it must be attrib- 
uted to purely accidental causes. Ancient Greek skholé ‘leisure, school’ and Latin posita 
‘placed’ (in its Italian posta or French poste forms) appear in dozens of languages around the 
globe, testifying to no more than the popularity of the Western educational system and the 
ubiquitousness of mail services. 

In some instances, however, the similarities among languages are so regular as to rule out 
the possibility of a fortuitous development.!°? When such systematic similarities are dis- 
covered, they are best interpreted as a result of shared linguistic history. They imply that the 
languages in question go back to a common source, a “parent” language, from which they 
diverged at some point in the past and from then on followed their own, independent paths 
of development. Languages that show such similarities are said to be related, and the method 
by which their relatedness is established is called the historical comparative method. 

A small sample of semantically similar English and German words (Table 1) should 
suffice to convince us that the correspondences between these two languages are so regular 
as to justify the positing of a parent language or a proto-language from which both En- 
glish and German have descended. Other modern languages that appear to be derived from 
this same proto-language are those of Scandinavia and the Low Countries. All of them 
are conventionally called Germanic, and their common ancestor is referred to as Proto- 
Germanic. 


107. The similarities referred to here do not include traits common to all the languages of the world, such as their an- 
alyzability in formal and semantic terms or the fact that they af] possess features of structure (phonemes, morphemes, 
words, etc., and rules governing their arrangement). Nor do they refer to the so-called deep structure used in the trans- 
formational-generative model of language analysis and shown to be common to all languages. What concems us here are 
surface phenomena, that is, observable facts and falsifiable interpretations of the place and rank of these facts in the struc- 
ture of individua! languages. 
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Table 1: Selected English and German lexical 


correspondences 
ENGLISH . GERMAN 
{ father and mother Vater und Mutter 
heart and liver Herz und Leber 
bread and water Brot und Wasser 
two or three zwei oder drei 
eat and drink essen und trinken 
| white and red weiss und rot 
cold blood kalte Blut 


2.2. Linguistic reconstruction and phonetic laws. Most proto-languages are not at- 
tested and have to be reconstructed on the basis of a meticulous comparison of the sounds 
and forms of the related languages. The examples given in Table 1 show that the English 
sound f corresponds to German c [ts] (spelled z), as in two vs. zwei, or to 5, as in eat vs. es- 
sen. What Proto-Germanic sound are they derived from? By merely juxtaposing the English 
and German examples we would not be able to answer this question with any degree of cer- 
tainty. If, however, we were to consider the totality of sound correspondences among all the 
known Germanic languages, we would be able to reconstruct the Proto-Germanic sound as f 
and assume that its modern reflexes are ¢ in English and c and s in German.'©8 And on the 

{ basis of additional correspondences between English and German (Table 2) one can formu- 
late a rule, or phonetic law, whereby Modern German reflexes of Proto-Germanic ¢ are c in 
word-initial position but s after vowels. 


Table 2: Examples of English ¢ 
corresponding to German c and s 


ENGLISH GERMAN 


ten zehn 
to zu 

tin Zinn 
toll Zoll 
kettle Kessel 
better besser 
foot Fuss 
out aus 


Such a phonetic law may be rewritten using traditional linguistic symbols in which the 
brackets delimit the participating factors of the process: the hatchmark means ‘pause’ (here 
the initial position), V stands for any vowel, the underline indicates the locus of the process, 
and the arrowhead, depending on its direction, means ‘going to’ or ‘coming from’: 





108. It is a common practice in historical linguistics to provide reconstructed (i.e. unattested) forms with an asterisk. 
However, since this survey deals almost exclusively with reconstructions, asterisks will not be used except to avoid am- 
biguity and to mark “unreal” forms, that is, forms which could have occurred but did not. Otherwise, language labels will 
be relied upon to differentiate between attested and reconstructed forms. 


a 
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{#___] Proto-Germanic ¢ > German c 
{V ] Proto-Germanic ¢ > German s 


The phonetic law as cited here is a condensed and simplified representation of the actual 
process of sound change. Sounds or phonemes are bundles of acoustic or articulatory fea- 
tures that characterize the sounds of a given language and are therefore called distinctive. im 
Shared distinctive features are responsible for similarities among sounds, while differences 
in the bundles of distinctive features reflect formal differences among sounds. Formal dif- 
ferences that are endowed with a meaning-differentiating function are defined as phonemic 
oppositions. These oppositions may be expressed in terms of the presence or absence of a 
distinctive feature, symbolized by a plus or minus sign. Enclosing distinctive features in 
brackets, we may rewrite the consonants in the example above as repertories of distinctive 
features for which they are specified. As it tums out, the consonants / and c share all but 
one distinctive feature specification. Both are [+ consonantal], {— vocalic], [— continuant], 
(+ front], [— labial], [+ coronal], [— nasal], [— voiced], but ¢ is [— strident], while c is 
{+ strident). We may say, therefore, that sound change is actually change in the specification 
of repertories of distinctive features. Since the specification of the feature of [stridency] op- 
poses the bundle of distinctive features that make up the consonant f to the bundle of dis- 
tinctive features that make up the consonant c, the change t > c is a change in the specification 
of (stridency], with the (— strident] t becoming the [+ strident] c. The change ¢ > s implies 
a change in the specification of the distinctive features of [stridency] and [continuance], with 
the [— strident] and [— continuant] ¢ becoming the [+ strident] and [+ continuant] s. 

The distinctive-feature analysis makes it possible to account for the remarkable paral- 
lelisms observed in sound change. Thus, the Middle English great vowel shift, a series of 
changes which affected the English vowel system in the fifteenth century, was brought about 
by vowel raising or a change in the specification of the feature of (height) ([tenseness], in 
acoustic terms). This change in feature specification resulted in the parallel treatment of the 
long stressed vowels @ and 3, which were raised to 7 and @ respectively: beete [béta] > beer 
[bit], boote [bGta] > boot [biit}. Similarly, the distinctive-feature analysis allows us to for- 
mulate with greater economy and explanatory power the changes in Proto-Germanic en- 
compassed by Grimm’s Law (2.3). In spite of these advantages, the formalization of the dis- 
tinctive-feature analysis is unwieldy and will not be used in the present survey. Also, because 
of the unfamiliarity of the acoustic analysis, references to sound systems and sound changes 
will be couched in articulatory terms.!!° 

Occasionally the proto-language is attested. An instance of such a linguistic development 
is provided by the history of the Romance languages, which are descended from Latin (2.4)— 
not the classical Latin studied in school but the popular Latin (also called Vulgar Latin) spread 
by Roman legionnaires, administrators, merchants, and clergymen throughout the Roman 
empire. Popular Latin, however, was a colloquial idiom, and as such it is not well docu- 
mented. Therefore, linguistic reconstruction retains its utility in establishing Proto-Romance, 


109. The notion of the distinctive feature being the smallest unit of sound structure was introduced by Jan Baudouin 
de Courtenay. However, the formatization of the distinctive-feature analysis and its application to the synchronic and di- 
achronic levels is due to the works of Roman Jakobson and Mortis Haile. On the diachronic level, the distinctive-feature 
analysis breaks away from the older neogrammarian and descriptivist model embodied in Bloomfield’s (1933:351) pithy 
formulation “Phonemes change.” 

110. For a consistent application of the distinctive-feature analysis to the phonology of Proto-Slavic, see Velcheva 
(1988), 
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even though reconstructed and attested forms frequently agree. Thus, the reconstructed proto- 
form of French mer, Spanish mar, and Italian mare happens to coincide with classical Latin 
mare ‘sea’. 


2.3. Indo-European languages and Proto-Indo-European. In fact, Proto-Germanic 
and Proto-Romance have also been found to be related. In order to explain this relationship 
it is necessary, just as in the case of English and German, to posit a proto-language, a parent 
language of Proto-Germanic and Proto-Romance. As it turns out, the relationship uniting 
Proto-Germanic and Proto-Romance includes many other languages and language families 
scattered throughout Asia and Europe, from the Indian Ocean to the Atlantic. For this reason 
these languages are called Indo-European, and their ancient ancestor is known as Proto-Indo- 
European (PIE). Needless to say, all the forms of Proto-Indo-European have to be recon- 
structed. 

With the aid of Proto-Indo-European reconstructions we can account for such regular 
correspondences as those between the English initial continuants f th h as in father three 
horn and the Latin initial voiceless stops p t k as in pater trés cornu. Upon further inves- 
tigation we discover that related words in other Indo-Eyropean languages also begin with 
p tk, for instance, Greek patér trets kéras. We feel justified, therefore, in setting up a Proto- 
Indo-European series of voiceless stops p t k and in deriving from it the Germanic con- 
tinuants. 

It turns out that in order to account for the development of Proto-Germanic consonants, 
we have to posit a series of interdependent sound changes: 


ProTo-GERMANIC =f (ph) (th) 


(p) tt 
b d 





In terms of the distinctive-feature analysis this statement may be reformulated as follows: 


PIE [— voiced] 
[+ voiced] 


Proto-Germanic {+ aspirated] 
[— voiced] 
[— aspirated] 


(+ aspirated] 





These sound changes have resulted in such correspondences as English ¢ k vs. Latin d g 
and English bd g vs. Latinf fh (< PIE bh dh gh), e.g. two vs. duo, kin vs. genus, brother vs. 
frater, door vs. foris, and guest vs. hostis ‘stranger’.''! The phonetic law formulated on the 
basis of these correspondences was discovered in 1818 by the Danish philologist Rasmus 
Rask. However, it is often referred to as Grimm’s Law, after the German Indo-Europeanist 
Jacob Grimm, who incorporated it into his comparative grammar of Germanic (1822). It is 
also known as the First Germanic Sound Shift (4.1.1). 


IIL. The posited PIE & has very few reliable examples. It may be illustrated by the correspondence between English 
deep and Russian dno ‘bottom’ from Proto-Stavic dzbno (cf. 2.8). 





66 - LANGUAGE 


2.4. Survey of the Indo-European languages. Slavic languages are also Indo-Euro- 
pean and as such are related to Germanic and Romance. In order to understand the nature of 
this relationship it is necessary to take a brief look at all the branches of the Indo-European 
linguistic family before passing on to specifically Slavic matters. The survey that follows pro- 
vides a basic classification of the Indo-European languages including information on the rele- 
vance of some of the non-Slavic Indo-European languages for the Slavic world. It proceeds 
from Asia to Europe and concludes with a presentation of the Slavic linguistic family. 

Indic includes many languages of the Indian peninsula. Those with the largest number of 
speakers are Hindi, the official language of India; Bengali, spoken in Bangladesh and north- 
eastern India; Marathi, used in central and western India; Gujarati, Panjabi, and Urdu in the 
western regions and Pakistan; Sinhalese in Sri Lanka. The oldest known Indic language is 
Vedic Sanskrit, used in the religious hymns called the Vedas. The Vedas were not written 
down until about 500 B.c., but it is generally assumed that they were composed between 1500 
and 1000 B.c. Classical Sanskrit was the literary language of India and in particular of Hin- 
duism, where it occupied a position comparable to that of Latin in the Roman Catholic 
church. Its structure was described by a number of ancient grammarians, the most famous of 
whom was Panini in the fourth century B.c. The old vernacular languages that existed side 
by side with Sanskrit are known as Prakrits. One of the Prakrits was Pali, the native language 
of Buddha and hence the sacred language of Buddhism. Romany, the language of the Gyp- 
sies, is a northwestern Indic dialect with many Slavic and other non-Indic loan words as- 
similated by the Gypsies during their wanderings throughout the Eurasian continent. 

Iranian is represented by Pashto (Pushtu) in Afghanistan; Tajik, the official language of 
Tajikistan; Farsi, the language of modern Iran; Kurdish in the region where Iran, Iraq and 
Turkey meet; Zaza in the eastern part of central Turkey; and Ossetian in the central Cauca- 
sus. The oldest preserved forms of Iranian are Avestan, the liturgical language of Zoroastri- 
anism, dating from the seventh century B.c., and Old Persian cuneiform inscriptions from 
the Achaemenid period of Persian history (ca. 550-335 B.c.). From the seventh century B.C. 
Iranian-speaking tribes such as the Scythians and after them the Sarmatians ranged as far west 
as the Caspian and Black Sea steppes. There they must have come into close contact with the 
Slavs, as indicated by the Iranian borrowings in Slavic, especially in the domain of religion 
(2.66). The degree of kinship between Indic and Iranian appears so close as to suggest a com- 
mon Indo-Iranian stage in their development from Proto-Indo-European. 

Tocharian texts came to light at the beginning of the twentieth century in Chinese Tur- 
kestan in northern Xinjiang (Sinkiang). Unexpectedly, this easternmost Indo-European lan- 
guage bears more resemblance to Italic and Celtic than to the geographically closer languages 
of the Indo-Iranian family. Tocharian documents date from the sixth-eighth centuries A.D. 

Anatolian languages, spoken in Asia Minor, include Hittite, which boasts the oldest Indo- 
European written records. The earliest Hittite cuneiform tablets, unearthed in Asia Minor at 
the end of the nineteenth century, date from the eighteenth century B.c. Of special interest is 
the fact that the long vowels of other Indo-European languages correspond to the Hittite com- 
binations of a short vowel followed by a laryngeal. It is thus possible to assume that laryn- 
geals existed in PIE and that their disappearance led to the lengthening of the adjacent vowel. 
This discovery provided a striking confirmation of the correctness of the methods of linguis- 
tic reconstruction, for the existence of laryngeals in PIE had been posited by the Swiss lin- 
guist Ferdinand de Saussure before the Hittite tablets were brought to light (2.10). 
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Armenian is the official language of Armenia, in Transcaucasia. It is also spoken by 
Armenians living in the northeastern comer of Turkey (ancient Armenia) and by the large 
Armenian diaspora around the world. The earliest Armenian records date from the fifth cen- 
tury A.D. 7 

Greek is known to us from inscriptions and texts reflecting many dialects, the most im- 
portant among them being Aeolic, Doric, and Ionic. Homeric Greek and Attic, the dialect of 
Athens and the idiom of the golden age of Greek literature, were both Ionic dialects. The old- 
est Greek written records, in the so-called Mycenean Linear B, go back to about the four- 
teenth century B.c. The conquests of Alexander the Great spread Greek over vast territories 
and led to the rise of koiné, a unified Greek idiom based on Attic. It was from koiné that the 
Scriptures were first translated into Slavic (3.31). The prestige of the Byzantine culture 
among the Orthodox Christians was responsible for the powerful influence that Greek exer- 
cised upon the language of the newly converted Slavs, especially in the domains of vocabu- 
lary and syntax (2.66). 

Albanian is spoken in Albania and in the Kosovo-Metohija autonomous region of Yugo- 
slavia. It is perhaps related to the Indo-European dialects of the Illyrian or Thracian tribes 
which inhabited the Balkans in antiquity. : 

lalic is the name given to a group of languages which were spoken on the Appenine 
Peninsula and whose most important members were Latin, Oscan, Umbrian, and Venetic. 
Latin, the language of Latium and Rome, emerged victorious in the rivalry with its neighbors 
and spread eventually to all the comers of the vast Pax Romana. As we have seen (2.2), the 
language used by the conquering Roman legions was not the codified Latin of the classical 
period but its spoken, popular variant, from which the modern Romance languages are de- 
scended. In the West these include Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, and French, which all be- 
came official languages in their respective states. In addition one could mention Catalan, the 
official language of Catalonia, with its center in Barcelona; Sardinian on the island of Sar- 
dinia; Provencal in southern France; and the Rhaeto-Romance dialects in the southwestem 
part of Switzerland. In the east, Romanian is the state language of Romania and Moldova. 
Medieval Latin, as the liturgical language of the Catholic church, was a major linguistic in- 
fluence on the languages of the Slavs submitting to the ecclesiastic authority of Rome. 

Celtic used to be spoken over vast areas of Western and Central Europe and in Asia Mi- 
nor. Bohemia owes its name to its early Celtic inhabitants, the Boii; the Galatians in central 
Anatolia, to whom St. Paul addressed one of his epistles, were Celts; the British Isles, 
Cisalpine and Transalpine Gaul (that is, northern Italy and modern France), and Galicia in 
northwestern Spain were all inhabited by Celtic tribes. Today Celtic survives in a few lin- 
guistic enclaves in Ireland, Scotland, Wales, and Brittany. 

Germanic is usually divided into three branches: the northern or Scandinavian branch, 
including Swedish, Danish, Norwegian, and Icelandic; the western branch with English and 
Frisian as one subgroup and German and Dutch (including Flemish) as the other; and the 
eastern branch, represented by Gothic, the ldniguage of the oldest Germanic literary monu- 
ment, the fourth-century translation of the Bible by Wulfila, the Arian bishop of Moesia on 
the northem shores of the lower Danube. As late as the first half of the eighteenth century a 
dialect of Gothic was spoken in the Crimea by the descendants of the East Goths (Ostro- 
goths). Early Slavs were for a period under the cultural and political influence of the Goths, 
as attested by a number of Gothic loan words in Proto-Slavic (2.66). In the ninth century the 
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eastern Slavs were exposed to the Scandinavian dialect of the Varangian (Viking) merchants 
and retainers who used the east Slavic waterways and colonized the lands along them. The 
linguistic traces of that encounter are not numerous, for the Varangians who settled in Rus’ 
were Slavicized within a generation or two. The name of the country, however, as well as the 
names of its first rulers, is of Scandinavian origin (1.45). 

Baltic languages appear to be so closely related to Slavic as to prompt many scholars to 
assume a period of Balto-Slavic linguistic community following the breakdown of Indo- 
European. Others ascribe the similarities between Baltic and Slavic to dialect mixing due to 
many centuries of geographic proximity and cultural contacts (for a brief discussion of the 
Balto-Slavic controversy, see 2.6). Lithuanian and Latvian are the state languages of Lithu- 
ania and Latvia. Old Prussian, spoken along the southern shores of the Baltic between the 
estuaries of the Niemen and Vistula, died out in the seventeenth century. 

Slavic consists of fourteen living speech communities, most of which are accorded the 
status of autonomous languages. Distinctions between a dialect and a language, however, are 
difficult to make on purely linguistic grounds, and decisions on the status of a speech com- 
munity are often politically motivated. Hence there can be no unanimity on this issue in all 
instances, notably that of Kashubian as separate from Polish or of Serbian and Croatian as 
two languages rather than one (2.7). Also Slavic are Polabian, which died out in the eigh- 
teenth century, and Old Church Slavonic, which was a living idiom in the days of Constan- 
tine and Methodius (1.31-1.36 and 3.23-3.30) but which has since functioned mainly as the 
ecclesiastic language of the Orthodox church under the name of Church Slavonic. The Slavic 
languages are classified into three basic branches, South, West, and East, and are subdivided 
further to reflect formal differentiation within these branches. In Table 3 the extinct languages 
are placed in square brackets. 


Table 3: Classification of the Slavic languages 


{Old Church Slavonic] 
Bulgarian 
Macedonian 


Serbian 
Western Croatian 
Slovenian 


Czech/Slovak | Czech 
Slovak 


Proto-Slavic 
Sorbian Upper Sorbian 
Lower Sorbian 


Polish 
Lechitic Kashubian 
(Polabian] 


Russian 
Ukrainian 
Belarussian 
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The classification of the Slavic languages given in Table 3 is not to be understood rigidly, 
and many linguistic features transcend the boundaries of the three branches posited above. 
In particular, it is often convenient to group the East and West branches into North Slavic and 
the East and South branches into East/South Slavic. However, the inherent dynamism of the 
traditional tripartite classification does not reduce its usefulness as a working approximation 
of the actual degree of affinity among the Slavic languages. Table 4 illustrates the closeness 
of Slavic as a linguistic family by juxtaposing the shapes of several related words in the six- 
teen Slavic languages.'!? 


Table 4: Juxtaposition of related words in the Slavic languages 






‘neighbor’ ‘tongue’ 





Old Church Slavonic}  sestra sgstdb pbsb ezykb glava kratpkp 
Bulgarian sestra siséd pas ezik glava kr&taik 
Macedonian sestra sosed pas ezik glava kratak 
Serbian séstra stised pas jezik glava krétak 
Croatian séstra stisjed pas y jezik gléva krdtak 
Slovenian séstra sésed pas jézik glava krdtok 
Czech sesira soused pes jazyk hla4va krdtk¢ 
Slovak sestra stised pes jazyk hldva krétky 
Upper Sorbian sotra susod pos jazyk hiowa krotki 
Lower Sorbian soa sused pjas jezyk glowa krotki 
Polish siostra sasiad pies jezyk glowa krétki 
Kashubian sostra sgsid p’es jazék glowa krotk’i 
Polabian sestra sosoda p’as jezék glava kort’é 
Russian sestra soséd pés jazyk golova korétkij 
Ukrainian sestra susfd pes jazyk holové korétkyj 
Belarussian sestra suséd pes jazyk halava karotki 


2.5. Periodization of Proto-Slavic. It may be assumed that the classification of the 
Slavic languages into three branches reflects the earliest dialect divisions within Proto-Slavic. 
It is not possible, however, to tell with certainty when exactly the cohesiveness of Proto- 
Slavic ceased to exist. At the time of the Moravian mission (863), and for perhaps two or 
three generations beyond it, one may still speak of Slavic linguistic unity. At that time, the 
dialect differentiation of Proto-Slavic did not pose serious obstacles to mutual comprehen- 
sion. Soon, however, the process of independent state formation, taking place over an ex- 
ceedingly large territory, deepened dialect cleavages. The Magyar invasion from the east, the 
German push from the west, and the religious rift between Byzantium and Rome could not 
but hasten the disintegration of Proto-Slavic. Thus, from about the year 1000 we may be jus- 
tified in speaking of the histories, or rather pishisiones: of individual Slavic languages or lan- 
guage branches. 

It is useful to subdivide the period, fettans four millennia long, separating the disinte- 
gration of the Indo-European linguistic unity and the formation of individual Slavic lan- 
guages or language groups. While there is no agreement on the criteria for such a subdivi- 
sion and hence on the number of Proto-Slavic subperiods, the least arbitrary formula appears 


112, For the explanation of diacritic symbols, see n. 133. 
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to be one based on the differences in the extent of linguistic change. Thus, the period en- 
compassing the beginning of dialect differentiation within Slavic is called Late Proto-Slavic, 
the period during which changes affected all of Slavic and only Slavic is termed Early Proto- 
Slavic, and the period characterized by changes affecting Slavic and Baltic is called Balto- 
Slavic. Analogously, it is convenient to subdivide Proto-Indo-European into dialectally di- 
versified Late Proto-Indo-European and dialectally uniform Early Proto-Indo-European.!!4 


2.6. The problem of Balto-Slavic. The similarities between Baltic and Slavic have long 
been noted. In phonology one could mention the common treatment of the Proto-Indo- 
European vocalic sonants (2.9) and the development of phonemic pitch (2.2.9); in morphol- 
ogy, the tendency of consonantal-stem nouns to acquire -i- stem endings (2.48.1n6), the rise 
of the category of definiteness in the adjective (2.49.1), the development of a two-stem con- 
jugational system (2.50), the extension of the participial suffixes -nt- and -is- by the suffix 
-j- (2.58); in syntax, the use of the instrumental in the predicate and of the genitive as object 
of negated verbs (2.64). There are also many coincidences in Baltic and Slavic lexicon. 

The existence of Balto-Slavic as an intermediate node in the development of Baltic and 
Slavic from Proto-Indo-European was first proposed by the German neogrammarian August 
Schleicher in 1861 (4.1.1). His theory was elaborated on by Karl Brugmann and supported 
by Jan Rozwadowski, Aleksander Briickner, Reinhold Trautmann, Jerzy Kurytowicz, Nico- 
laas van Wijk, André Vaillant, and many other Indo-Europeanists. All of them attributed the 
Balto-Slavic linguistic similarities to a period of shared history and postulated the existence 
of Balto-Slavic as an autonomous, post-Proto-Indo-European linguistic entity. 

Others, like Jan Baudouin de Courtenay, Antoine Meillet, Alfred Senn, Christian Stang, 
and Emst Fraenkel, though representing a wide range of views, expressed reservations about 
a wholesale acceptance of the Balto-Slavic theory. They argued that the features common to 
Baltic and Slavic are, insofar as they are not inherited from Proto-Indo-European, a product 
of separate, though parallel, development, enhanced by territorial contiguity of the two 
speech communities and by their social and linguistic interaction. 

This disagreement appears to be largely terminological in nature, and the two points of 
view need not be seen as contradictory. Since Baltic and Slavic were at the tail end of the 
process of the disintegration of the Indo-European speech community, what is termed Balto- 
Slavic is in fact the very latest stage of one of the Late Proto-Indo-European dialects. Once 
separated from each other, Baltic and Slavic (or at least some of their dialects) continued to 
exist side by side and underwent a period of parallel developments and of outright linguistic 
borrowing. 

2.7. Survey of the Slavic languages. There are today close to 250 million speakers of 
Slavic in the world. Most of them live in their national states. Upper and Lower Sorbian, how- 
ever, are fully within the borders of Germany, while Kashubian is spoken in the territory of 


113. Some scholars use the term Common Slavic and apply it either to all of Proto-Slavic (using it, in fact, in lieu of 
Proto-Slavic) or to the last phase of Slavic linguistic unity approximating Late Proto-Slavic of this survey. Such, for in- 
stance, is the practice of Lunt (1984/1985:420), for whom the seam between Proto-Slavic and Common Slavic coincides 
with the establishment of *u,. In opting for the term Proto-Slavic to designate the whole period between Balio-Slavic and 
the formation of individual Slavic languages, I was moved by a wish to fall in step with the established usage in Germanic 
and Romance linguistics as well as in Slavic historical linguistics as practiced in the Stavic countries. For a discussion of 
the use of the terms Proto-Slavic and Common Slavic, see Birnbaum (1975) and Andersen (1985); for the term Common 
Slavic applied to the earliest period of written Slavic, see 3.24. 
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Poland. In addition, many emigrants from the Slavic countries live in their own linguistic en- 
claves in countries across the globe, chiefly the United States, Canada, Australia, Germany, 
and Israel.!!4 

Old Church Slavonic and Church Slavonic are terms devised in the nineteenth century to 
describe two stages of the oldest Slavic literary language. Old Church Slavonic (also Old 
Church Slavic, Old Slav[on]ic, or Old Bulgarian) was first reduced to writing in the middle 
of the ninth century. Its well-defined and fairly limited corpus consists of Slavic texts trans- 
lated chiefly from Greek and possibly Latin in connection with the Byzantine mission to 
Moravia and Pannonia led by the brothers Constantine and Methodius (1.34-1.39). The work 
on the translations began while the brothers were still in Constantinople and continued in 
Pannonia and Moravia during the second half of the ninth century, resuming in the tenth and 
eleventh centuries in Bulgaria.!!5 Most of the texts belonging to the Old Church Slavonic 
canon come from the latter period (3.27). 

Church Slavonic was the successor to Old Church Slavonic in its function as a Slavic 
supranational linguistic medium. As it spread to Rus’, Serbia, Dalmatia, Bohemia, and Ro- 
mania, it absorbed local linguistic features producing various regional recensions of Church 
Slavonic. At the same time, its use was broadened from strictly the ecclesiastic to other as- 
pects of literary production (3.28—3.30).!'16 

Bulgarian is the national language of Bulgaria with its approximately eight million in- 
habitants. Until the middle of the nineteenth century, when the codification of modern Bul- 
garian began, the function of the literary language of the country was fulfilled by Old Church 
Slavonic and Church Slavonic of Bulgarian recension, with an ever-increasing admixture of 
vernacular elements. Since the Bulgarian usage is to refer to Old Church Slavonic as Old Bul- 
garian, the Bulgarian scholars have adopted the term middle to correspond to the term old as 
it is used habitually in the histories of other Slavic languages. 

Macedonian is the most recently codified Slavic language—its first scholarly grammar 
was written by the American scholar Horace G. Lunt in 1952.'!? There are about one and a 
half million speakers of Macedonian, living mostly in Macedonia, formerly one of the con- 
stituent republics of the Yugoslav federation, but also in adjacent countries, notably Greece. 
Macedonia figured prominently at the dawn of Slavic writing, for the brothers Constantine 
and Methodius hailed from the city of Thessalonica in Byzantine Macedonia, and their flu- 
ency in the local Slavic idiom destined them for missionary activity among the Slavs. Also, 
most of the surviving Glagolitic Old Church Slavonic texts may be attributed to the activity 
of the scriptorial center established by Tsar Symeon in Ohrid in Macedonia (then, western 
Bulgaria). 

Croatian and Serbian are western and eastern forms of the most widely used language of 
the southern Slavs. Prior to the dissolution of Yugoslavia, it was known as Serbo-Croatian or 
Croato-Serbian. There are approximately sixteen million speakers of Croatian and Serbian 
residing in Croatia, Bosnia and Hercegovina, Serbia (including the multiethnic autonomous 
region of Vojvodina), Montenegro, and PriStina-K osovo (with a largely Albanian population). 


114. For details on the structure of individual Slavic languages, see Comrie/Corbett 1993; for their external history, 
see Schenker/Stankiewicz 1980. : : 

115. This includes Macedonia, which belonged to the First Bulgarian Empire. 

116. See also Picchio 1980 and Huniley 1993. Z 

117. The appropriateness of the qualification of Macedonian as an autonomous Slavic language has been questioned 
by some, chiefly Bulgarian, scholars. 
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The legacy of the church schism of 1054, which divided Slavdom into two cultural entitities 
defined chiefly by their allegiance to the Eastern or Western forms of Christianity,''® and the 
deep cleavage caused by the partition of the Balkans between Ottoman Turkey and Austna- 
Hungary have strained relations among the Orthodox Serbs, Catholic Croats, and Moslem 
Bosnians and have caused them to deny the validity of a unitary view of their language. The 
fact that Serbian uses the Cyrillic alphabet and Croatian the Roman one has lent the claim of 
their dissociation an aura of visual verisimilitude. 

The Croatian and Serbian speech communities include a number of dialects. The chief 
ones among them are defined by the form of the pronoun ‘what’ (Sto in the eastern and cen- 
tral regions, Ca in the westernmost part of the Croatian littoral, and kaj along the Croatian 
border with Slovenia) and by the reflexes of the Proto-Slavic vowel é (e in eastern Serbia, i 
along the Dalmatian coast, and (Aje in central and southern regions). Hence the division into 
Stokavian, éakavian, kajkavian, ekavian, ikavian, and (i)jekavian dialects. Croatian and Ser- 
bian were standardized in the first half of the nineteenth century, chiefly through the efforts 
of the Hercegovinian Vuk KaradZié and the Croat Ljudevit Gaj. They settled on Stokavian 
as the norm of the standard language but allowed for a choice between the ekavian (Belgrade) 
and (i)jekavian (Zagreb) standards. 

Slovenian is the language of about two million Slovenes living mostly in Slovenia, but 
also in the adjacent regions of Austria and Italy. In the early Middle Ages Slovenia was part 
of Carantania, which along with Pannonia and Moravia formed a chain of Slavic states lin- 
ing the southeastern border of the Frankish state. Geographically closest to the centers of 
Western civilization, Carantania earlier than other Slavic regions became accessible to its 
penetration. It was included in Samo’s confederation of Slavic states (1.26) and was prose- 
lytized by Irish missionaries even before the arrival of missions from nearby Aquileia and 
Salzburg. The Freising Fragments, showing some Slovenian linguistic features, date from 
the end of the tenth century and are thus the earliest Slavic text written in Roman letters. 
However, it was not until the Reformation and the work of such sixteenth-century writers and 
scholars as Primo% Trubar, Juri Dalmatin, Adam Bohorié, and Hieronymus Megiser that 
Slovenian began to function as a language of literary communication. 

Czech is used by about twelve million inhabitants of the Czech lands, which since the 
dissolution of Czechoslovakia form the Czech Republic. Of its two provinces, Bohemia and 
Moravia, the former traces its roots to the principality of Bohemia of the tenth century, the 
latter to Greater Moravia of the ninth century. Early contacts with Byzantium and the Frank- 
ish empire exposed the Czech lands to Eastern and Western cultural influences and allowed 
for an initial coexistence of Slavic and Latin literary production. The earliest Old Church 
Slavonic literary monuments were composed between the ninth and eleventh centuries, the 
period encompassing the work of the Moravian mission of Constantine and Methodius and 
the scriptorial activity of the Bohemian S4zava Monastery. Texts in Czech proper, based on 
the dialect of Prague, started appearing in the thirteenth century. A scholarly adaptation of 

the Latin alphabet to the Czech sound system was the work of the religious reformer Jan Hus 
(1370-1415). In its modern form, Czech was codified at the turn of the eighteenth century 
by the philologist Josef Dobrovsk. 

Slovak is spoken by about four and a half million inhabitants of Slovakia, the easternmost 
of the two political heirs of the dissolved Czechoslovakia. There are also about one million 


118. Termed Slavia Orthodoxa and Slavia Romana by Picchio (1972:7-13). 
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speakers of Slovak in the regions adjacent to Slovakia (chiefly Hungary and Ukraine) and in 
the Western Hemisphere (chiefly the United States). Early loss of political independence de- 
layed the formation of the Slovak literary language, which did not come into its own until 
the end of the eighteenth century, when the Enlightenment heightened the consciousness of 
national identity. The codification of the standard language on the basis of central Slovak 
dialects was the work of L’udovit Snir in the middle of the nineteenth century. 

Upper and Lower Sorbian (also known as Upper and Lower Lusatian) are the two mod- 
ern Slavic languages with the smallest number of speakers. They are used by about fifty thou- 
sand people in a bilingual setting, with German as the principal language. Promoted by the 
government of East Germany, these two languages face an uncertain future in reunited Ger- 
many. The Sorbian speech area is a small region of eastern Saxony between the Neisse and 
the upper course of the Spree. It is known as Upper Lusatia (Ober-Lausitz), with a center in 
BudySin (Bautzen), and Lower Lusatia (Nieder-Lausitz), with a center in Chésebuz (Cottbus). 

Polish is spoken by about thirty-five million inhabitants of Poland and an additional ten 
million Poles living outside its borders, chiefly in the English-speaking countries. Connected 
Polish texts did not appear before the fourteenth century, although sporadic records of Pol- 
ish place and personal names were made earlier. Since that time, Polish has gone through a 
gradual and continuous development, culminating in the standard language used today. It 
combines features of several dialect areas—Great Polish, where Poland’s statehood began in 
the tenth century; Little Polish, around Cracow, the capital of Poland till the beginning of the 
seventeenth century; Mazovian, around Warsaw, Poland’s present capital; Silesian, which 
was the gateway for Czech and German influences during the Middle Ages and the Renais- 
sance; and the dialects of the eastern borderlands, with their rich literature of the Baroque 
and Romantic periods. 

Kashubian is used by fewer than one hundred thousand inhabitants of a narrow strip of 
land, sixty or seventy miles long, stretching southward from the Baltic shore between the 
delta of the Vistula in the east and the former Polish-German border in the west. Thus, the 
Kashubian speech area is by and large coextensive with the notorious “Polish corridor” of 
pre—World War II politics. The question whether Kashubian is an autonomous Lechitic lan- 
guage or a dialect of Polish has not been, and probably cannot be, definitively settled. A dis- 
passionate resolution of this issue has not been helped by the fact that practically all speak- 
ers of Kashubian know standard Polish and that linguistic similarities or divergences between 
Kashubian and Polish have been used as political arguments in Polish-German territorial dis- 
putes. In accepting the linguistic autonomy of Kashubian, I follow the narrow definition of 
a literary language adopted by Topoliriska (1980:183 and 194), that is, of a language with 
its own spelling standard and its own belles lettres. Slovincian, the westemmost dialect of 
Kashubian and an important source of Slavic accentual data, died out in the beginning of the 
twentieth century. 

Polabian, one of the western Lechitic languages, was still spoken in the beginning of the 
eighteenth century in several villages located on the Liineburg lowlands (Lineburger Heide) 
west of the river Elbe (Slavic Laba). The name Polabian was devised to reflect this location. 
Also used are the tribal name Dravenian ‘and the German appellation Wendisch (‘Venetic’, 
1.4), which is applied generically to various Slavic linguistic enclaves in the German speech 
area. Other western Lechitic languages, which used to be spoken across northern Germany, 
died out without being recorded. Polabian, by contrast, survived long enough to benefit from 
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scientific curiosity generated by the Enlightenment. The few extant Polabian glossaries and 
short texts were compiled and recorded in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries 
by amateur ethnologists and lexicographers who wished to learn something about the cus- 
toms of the Polabians and to preserve a trace of their dying idiom. 

Russian is spoken natively or quasi-natively by close to a hundred and fifty million Rus- 
sians living in Russia (officially known as the Russian Federal Republic) and beyond its 
borders on the territory of the Commonwealth of Independent States and in many Russian 
emigré communities around the world. In the pre-Petrine period, the language of literary 
texts was Church Slavonic in its East Slavic recension, which together with the language of 
subliterary documents is commonly referred to as Old Russian. This term, however, may be 
viewed as anachronistic, for at that time East Slavic had not yet diverged into Russian, 
Ukrainian, and Belarussian. It seems more appropriate, therefore, to use the general and neu- 
tral term East Slavic and indicate its dialectal varieties.''® Before the reforms initiated by 
the Russian scholar Mikhail Lomonosov (1711-1765), some areas of social contacts were 
served by Church Slavonic, while others made use of the East Slavic vernacular, a linguis- 
tic situation which some scholars view as diglossia. Standard Russian, as we know it today, 
received its definitive shape in the works of the writers of the second half of the eighteenth 
and the beginning of the nineteenth century, especially Nikolaj Karamzin and Aleksandr 
Pushkin. 

Ukrainian is used by about forty million speakers in Ukraine (out of some fifty-five mil- 
lion inhabitants) and by an additional four to five million residing outside its borders, chiefly 
in Russia, Belarus, Poland, the United States, and Canada. The emergence of Ukrainian as a 
separate East Slavic language was furthered by the political division of the East Slavic lands 
between Moscovy and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, Its maturation as an autono- 
mous vehicle of cultural intercourse may be dated from the beginning of the nineteenth cen- 
tury and the advent of Romanticism. The standard language which was adopted at that time 
was based primarily on the dialects of the southeast, with a considerable admixture of Gali- 
cian elements. In contradistinction to standard Russian, Ukrainian is relatively free of Church 
Slavonicisms. 

Belarussian, the youngest standard East Slavic language, claims fewer than seven mil- 
lion speakers out of the ten million inhabitants of Belarus. Another million live in Belarus- 
sian linguistic enclaves in Russia, Poland, Lithuania, the United States, and Canada. Bela- 
russian was the chancery language of the Great Duchy of Lithuania during the years of its 
union with Poland. This period resulted in an extensive polonization of the Belarussian lex- 
ical stock. Since the partitions of Poland, Belarussian fell under the sway of Russian. Though 
Belarussian was used by some writers in the second half of the nineteenth century, its stan- 
dardization and codification began in the twentieth century when it achieved the status of the 


official language of Belarus. 


119. Until the most recent reintroduction into Russian of the term rossijskij to refer specifically to Russia and com- 
plement the more general term russkij, Russian did not have adjectival means to discriminate between matters pertaining 
to Russia and those pertaining to Rus’. This situation, which exists also in English, has led to a surfeit of terms referring 
to medieval East Slavic. Depending on the local politica! situation the terms Old Russian, Old Ukrainian, and Old Bela- 
russian have been applied to essentially the same body of texts. Thus, the Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery is in- 
cluded in A History of Russian Literature (Lixatev, ed., 1989) as well as in The Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Lit- 


erature (Heppel 1989) (1.47). 
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2.8. Problems in phonological reconstruction. The reconstructed system of Proto- 
Indo-European phonemes'?° is so remote from our own linguistic experience and so hard to 
verify that it is still a subject of scholarly debate. Among the most controversial issues are 
the role of the laryngeals and of the vowel a (schwa) in the formation of the Proto-Indo- 
European vowel system and the number and nature of phonemically relevant features in the 
system of the Late Proto-Indo-European stops. The various approaches to these problems 
have shown that a consensus on the need to posit the existence of an opposition is not always 
eee by oe on the opposition’s formal content. In other words, it has turned out 
sacar oe the reality of a phonemic distinction than to pinpoint the phonetic 

As an example of the problems in reconstruction let us examine briefly the controversy 
concerning the nature of Proto-Indo-European stops. In the view of the neogrammarian 
school of historical linguistics, active around 1870 and centered at the universities of Leipzig 
and Jena, Proto-Indo-European distinguished two oppositions in the manner of articulation: 
voiced versus voiceless and aspirated versus unaspirated; and a triple opposition in the place 
of articulation: labial versus dental versus velar. The velars were further subdivided into 
palatal (palatovelars), plain, and labial (labiovelars). These oppositions produced a system of 
twenty stop phonemes, as shown in Table 5. 


Table 5: Neogrammarian reconstruction of PIE stops 


LABIAL DENTAL 

UNASPIRATED 

J oe 

pear [a [s [a 
ASPIRATED g’h 


This System was soon found to include subphonemic and dialectal features. In particular, 
the voiceless aspirates tured out to be distinctive in Indo-Iranian only, where they could be 
explained as a secondary development. Consequently, voiceless aspirates were eliminated 
from the inventory of stops, resulting in what has become the generally accepted triadic 
arrangement of Proto-Indo-European stops (p, b, bh; t, d, dh, etc.). In the new system, how- 
ever, the voiced aspirates have no voiceless counterpart, and this imbalance was pronounced 
typologically anomalous (Prokosch 1938:39-41; Jakobson 1957:20; Martinet 1970:115). In 
its stead a differently defined set of triads was proposed, one in which glottalized stops were 
opposed to nonglottalized stops, the latter differentiating between voiced and unvoiced va- 
rieties (Hopper 1973:150-156; Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1973:150-156 and 1984:5-80). As 
a result, the neogrammarian series , , 












VoICcED 





120. A phoneme is defined as a class of sounds whdse distribution is complemen that i i 
sounds that belong to the same phoneme are known as its positional variants Galisginen th te Seoul lied 
[ N in the initial and final position of English fittle do not introduce a semantic contrast and are therefore considered 
sitional variants of the English phoneme /1/. On the other hand, the contrast between Russian palatalized (1°) ach aes 
palatalized {1}, shown by such minima! pairs as A'ast’ ‘to curse’ and Kast’ ‘to put’ os jel’ ‘fir’ and jel ‘he ate’ lifes 
them as independent phonemes /1'/ and /1/. as 
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VOICED UNASPIRATED d 
ASPIRATED dh 






VOICELESS 





was replaced by the “glottalic” theory series 


VoICED 
VOICELESS 


Since the reason for this reformulation is the admittedly atypical occurrence of marked 
voiced aspirates without matching unmarked voiceless phonemes, one may ask whether the 
Proto-Indo-European aspirated stops have to be specified as voiced. In fact, the testimony of 
Greek and, to some degree, Latin points to their voicelessness. Thus, to the voiced root con- 
sonant in Sanskrit dadhami ‘I put’ and Old Church Slavonic déti ‘to put’ corresponds a voice- 
less consonant in Greek tithémi ‘I put’ and Latin féci ‘I did’. One could, therefore, posit a 
contrast between unaspirated voiceless ¢ and voiced d, on the one hand, and an aspirated stop, 
transcribed as Th, which is neutral as to the voiced versus voiceless opposition: 


VOICELESS 
VOICED 


In such languages as Iranian, Albanian, Celtic, Baltic, and Slavic, which lost the feature 
of aspiration, one could imagine a process whereby the two marked stops (voiced d and as- 
pirated Th) fell together, yielding a contrast between voiceless ¢ and voiced d. In languages 
that retained the triadic contrast, the aspirated stops either could be interpreted as voiceless 
(Greek th, Latin f) or they could participate in sweeping sound shifts such as the one in Ger- 
manic encompassed by Grimm’s Law or the Armenian consonant shift. As for Sanskrit, which 
exhibited a fourfold distinction (t, th, d, dh, etc.), one could assume that the new th (result- 
ing from the sequence of ¢ and a laryngeal) caused Th to be reinterpreted as voiced dh. 

Whatever the intrinsic value of such speculative solutions, it is clear that they all present 
mutually convertible systems of phonemic oppositions. Therefore, the adoption in the pres- 
ent survey of the traditional triad of the voiceless ¢ opposed to voiced d and dh should be 
viewed as a decision in favor of expediency rather than as a matter of principle. 

Nor is the reconstruction of the development of the Proto-Slavic sound system entirely 
free of alternative solutions and scholarly controversies. They concern above all the ques- 
tions of the interdependence and relative chronology of linguistic processes. Since an ex- 
haustive examination of these controversies is outside the scope of the present survey, the so- 
lutions presented below reflect what are perceived to be generally accepted views. 










GLOTTALIZED 


NONGLOTTALIZED 






UNASPIRATED 


ASPIRATED 






| 
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2.9. Late Proto-Indo-European phonemic system. With these caveats in mind, we will 
assume that the Late Proto-Indo-European consonant system included the spirant s, three 
unaspirated unvoiced stops, p ¢ k, three unaspirated voiced stops, b d g, and three aspirated 
stops which were neutral as to the feature of voicing and which in this presentation will be 
transcribed in the traditional way as bh dh gh. The three plain velar stops k g gh, contrasted 
with palatalized k’ g’ g’h and labialized k” g¥ g¥h.!2! 

The vocalic system consisted of five short and five long vowels, i %# @ 6 G. In addition, 
four sonants (or sonorants), m nr /, were consonantal (nonsyllabic) when preceded or fol- 
lowed by a vowel but vocalic (syllabic) in a nonvocalic environment. In their vocalic func- 
tion these sonants were short or long. The mid and low vowels entered into tautosyllabic com- 
binations with high vowels and sonants. In such combinations or diphthongs the high vowels 
i u became the semivowels i u, that is, they acquired a nonsyllabic or consonantal function. 

Since the environment points unambiguously to the phonetic value of mnr/andiu, the 
need to distinguish graphically between syllabic and nonsyllabic functions arises only when 
these sounds are quoted in isolation. It is, however, a common practice to assign to them spe- 
cial symbols even when their phonetic value is fully predictable. Syllabic sonants are indi- 
cated by a subscript circle: m n r {. As for nonsyllabic i u; the American linguistic writings 
favor the transcription with y w, while the habitual Slavic practice, which is adopted in this 
survey, is to transcribe them with j u in Proto-Indo-European and Balto-Slavic and with j v 
in Late Proto-Slavic. 

Thus, Late Proto-Indo-European had the potential for thirty-six short and long diph- 
thongs: 


=e x = = mn 

ei éu @m én €ér éi 
éi oy 6m Gn Gr 
4i fy am an ar 4li 


In addition, during the Balto-Slavic period, the Proto-Indo-European syllabic sonants 
mit F | developed epenthetic high vowels f or z'22 providing a potential for another six- 
teen diphthongs: 


im in ir il fim dn fir fil 


2.10. Laryngeals. The multivocalic system presented above was a feature of Late Proto- 
Indo-European. Early Proto-Indo-European, by contrast, is thought to have had a much 
smaller inventory of vowels. The transformation of the older minimal vocalic system was 
due to a set of laryngeal phonemes, customarily transcribed as H, H, H,. Since the role of 
the laryngeals in the development of Proto-Slavic was limited, only a cursory survey of the 
main aspects of the so-called laryngeal theory need be presented here. 


121. The reconstruction of three kinds of Proto-Indo-European velar stops is also a matter of some controversy since 
no Indo-European language distinguishes all three of them. What we find instead is one reflex for & and k’ in the centum 
languages and one reflex for k and k” in the satem languages (see 2.12). For this reason, some scholars have suggested 
that only two series need be posited for Proto-Indo-European, without agreeing, however, on the nature of the opposition 
(k'/k vs, k* for Mcillet 1937 and Lehmann 1952 but &*/k vs. k° for Kurytowicz 1956). 

122, The distribution of the f and # variants in Balto-Slavic has not been conclusively explained. According to some 
it is regulated by the basic quality of the root vowel, according to others by the quality of the consonant environment of 
the sonants. For a discussion of these attempts bolstered by an exhaustive survey of evidence, see Shevelov 1965:86-90. 
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The neogrammarian model of the Proto-Indo-European sound system contained a short 
vowel whose phonetic value was thought to approximate that of the English a in sofa or the 
reduced vowel of Hebrew. This vowel, transcribed as a, is traditionally referred to as the 
schwa which is the German rendition of its name in Hebrew. The schwa was posited for 
Indo-European in order to account for the correspondence of f in Indo-Iranian and d in other 
Indo-European languages. Thus, the words for ‘standing’ and ‘father’ appear in Sanskrit as 
sthitd- and pitar but in Greek as statés and patér and in Latin as status and pater. As a rule, 
the schwa alternated with long vowels, as in Sanskrit sthitd- ‘having stood’ (< PIE sta-) ver- 
sus dsthat ‘he arose’ (< PIE std-); Greek phasis ‘utterance’ (< PIE bha-) versus phamf ‘I say’ 
(< PIE bha-) and phdné ‘voice’ (< PIE bha-); Latin factus ‘made’ (< PIE dha-) versus féct 
‘I did’ (< PIE dhé-). 

In 1879, the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure asserted that these alternations could 
be more economically accounted for if one posited the existence of a sonant-like sound which 
in a nonsyllabic position (that is, next to a vowel) caused the lengthening of the adjacent 
vowel and in a syllabic position (that is, in a nonvocalic environment) functioned as the 
schwa. When it was determined that the phonetic value of this sound approximated that of a 
laryngeal consonant, the letter H was adopted as its phonetic symbol and Saussure’s hy- 
pothesis came to be known as the laryngeal theory.'?3 

The laryngeal theory went further. Noting that e was the most frequent Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean vowel, Saussure suggested that the vowels a and o were instances of the coloring of ¢ 
by the neighboring laryngeals. This required the positing of at least three laryngeals, the neu- 
tral H,, the a-colored H,, and the o-colored H,. The Late Proto-Indo-European mid and low 
vowels'4 could now be rewritten in the following manner: 


é=H,e é=eH, 
4 = H,e a= eH, 
5 = He 56 =eH, 


Saussure’s laryngeal theory was devised as a purely theoretical construct and as such it 
did not initially gain many adherents. In 1927, however, the laryngeal theory received strik- 
ing factual confirmation when the Polish linguist Jerzy Kurytowicz established a correspon- 
dence between the posited Proto-Indo-European laryngeals and the h (hh) of newly deci- 
phered Hittite. Nonetheless, some aspects of the laryngeal theory remain controversial, 
especially the question of the number and phonetic nature of the laryngeal phonemes. The 
laryngeals are not needed in the reconstruction of the Proto-Slavic sound system. Their im- 
portance for Slavic lies in the role that Late Proto-Indo-European vowel length played in the 
development of the Proto-Slavic rising intonation (2.11, 2.29). 


2.11. Proto-Indo-European ablaut. Comparative evidence suggests the existence of 
a Proto-Indo-European system of grammaticalized vowel alternations, best known by the 
German term abiaut (the terms apophony and vowel gradation are also used). It represents 
a system of morphophonemic relationships whereby the unmarked vowel e enters into a 
number of marked qualitative and quantitative alternations, depending on the grammatical 


123. The determination of the phonetic value of the laryngeal was first made by the Danish linguist Hermann Meller, 
who based his conjecture on his knowledge of similar consonants in Semito-Hamitic languages. 
124. The high vowels i and u were considered syllabic variants of the nonsyllabic j and u. 
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function of the form. In the qualitative ablaut, the vowel e (e-grade) alternated with the 
vowel o (o-grade). The e-grade characterized nonderived verbal roots, while the o-grade was 
typical of derived nominal roots. In the quantitative ablaut, a short vowel (normal grade) al- 
ternated with a long vowel (long grade) or the absence of a vowel (zero grade). The zero 
grade of diphthongs consisted in the loss of the vowel and the transfer of its syllabic func- 
tion to the semivowel, sonant, or laryngeal, leading to their vocalization: j umanrlH > 
iumnyrfa. 

The basic e ~ o ablaut is represented in Slavic by many roots, for example OCS veze 
‘I transport’ ~ vozz ‘cart’, grebo ‘I dig’ ~ grobs ‘grave’, vedg ‘I lead’ ~ voids ‘leader’, rekg 
‘I say’ ~ rokz ‘fixed time’, etc. The e ~ o ~ @ ablaut may be exemplified by roots contain- 
ing semivowels or sonants. In the Old Church Slavonic examples below, the Proto-Indo- 
European diphthongs are no longer perceivable as such because of their monophthongization 
(2.26, 2.34, 2.35): 









cvéth (€ < di) ‘flower’ 
buditi (u < du) ‘to awaken’ 
konscb (on < dn) ‘end’ 

spbors (or < dr) ‘synod’ 


-cvisti (i < &) ‘to bloom’ 
bl’usti (‘4 < &z) ‘to watch’ 
-teti (¢ < En) ‘to begin’ 

berg (er < ér) ‘I take’ 


-cvptg (6 < 7) ‘I bloom’ 
badéti (2 < &) ‘to be awake’ 
-tang (on < 2) ‘I begin’ 
brrati (er < 7) ‘to take’ 



















These alternations suggest that in the Proto-Indo-European ablaut system, the vowel e 
was basic, a was marginal, o arose as an ablaut variant of e, and / and u were ablaut variants 
of diphthongs. '25 

_ The zero grade of diphthongs extended by a laryngeal yielded long vocalic sonants: i 7 
Fi. Their Slavic reflexes developed a rising intonation which shows up as the fixed stress of 
Russian and the short falling intonation (~) of Serbian/Croatian (2.29):!26 


| RUssIAN | SERBIAN/CROATIAN 











‘name’ 
‘throat’ 
‘full’ 


fimen- 


g”fdl- 





2.12. Loss of aspiration. The dissolution of the Proto-Indo-European linguistic unity 
was attended by several sound changes that affected clusters of language families. First 
among them was the merger of the aspirated stops with the unaspirated voiced stops that oc- 
curred in Balto-Slavic, Iranian, Albanian, and Celtic. In Latin and other Indo-European lan- 
guages the aspirated and unaspirated voiced stops remained distinct:!27 


125. English strong verbs offer many examples of ablaut, ¢.g. sit, sat, set from PIE séd- ‘sit’; cf. also seat, soot, nest, 
all derived from the same root. : ; 

126. There are no reliable Slavic examples of sp. 

127. PIE bh dh gh yielded Latin ff A respectively. . 
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berg ‘I take’ 
bolje ‘more’ 


dymt ‘smoke’ 
dati ‘to give’ 
gosth ‘stranger’ 
Qgblt ‘comer’ 


2.13. Treatment of velar stops. An early dialect isogloss separated the south-central 
area of Indo-European from its periphery. The languages belonging to the former have come 
to be known as satem (Slavic, Baltic, Indic, Iranian, Armenian, and Albanian), while those 
belonging to the latter are referred to as centum (Tocharian, Anatolian, Greek, Italic, Celtic, 
and Germanic).!28 In the centum languages the palatalized velar stops merged with the plain 
ones, while the labialized velar stops remained distinct. In the satem languages, by contrast, 
it was the labialized velars that merged with plain velars, while the palatalized velars under- 
went spirantization whereby k’ > § and g’ > Z with further developments. Thus, satem 5 Z 
were retained in Lithuanian, but not in the other Baltic languages. In Slavic they changed into 
hissing s z, while in Sanskrit they developed into ¢ and j (3). 


Lam 


kas ‘who’ ktto ‘who’ 
kraiijas ‘blood’ krbvb ‘blood’ (Acc. Sg.) 


déSimt ‘ten’ deset ‘ten’ 


gyvas ‘living’ Zive ‘alive’ (< gi) 
jungas ‘yoke’ [j]bgo ‘yoke’ 





ferd *] carry’ 
dé-bilis ‘weak’ 











fiimus ‘smoke’ 
dare ‘to give’ 






hostis ‘enemy’ 
angulus ‘comer’ 












quod ‘what’ 
cruor ‘blood’ 









decem ‘ten’ 


vivus ‘alive’ 
iugum ‘yoke’ 







Zinat ‘I know’ 


garid ‘I bum’ goréti ‘to burn’ 
gafdas ‘enclosure’ | grad ‘town’ 


Ziema ‘winter’ 


co-gnosco ‘I know’ 






formus ‘hot’ 
hortus ‘garden’ 


2.14. Retroflexion of s. In Balto-Slavic and Indo-Iranian, that is, in the eastern group of 
the Indo-European languages, s became ¢ when preceded by ij, u/u, r, or k and followed by 
a vowel or a sonant. This change, known as the retroflexion of s, had further developments 
which drove the first wedge into Balto-Slavic linguistic unity. In Indo-Iranian and Lithuan- 
ian ¢ changed to § in all positions; in Latvian and Old Prussian it reverted to s; in Slavic it 
yielded ¥ before front vowels and sonants but x elsewhere (Andersen 1968): 





hiems ‘winter’ 





128. The terms satem and centum (pronounced kentum) are the Avestan and Latin reflexes of PIE k’msom ‘hundred’. 
129. This list of Latin reflexes of Proto-Indo-European aspirated velars and PIE g” is not exhaustive but will suffice 
for our purposes. 
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ndk’-éj-st nosiSi “you carry’ (Present) 
Ous-i *udi ‘ears’ 

pér-sid-l-a préSbla ‘passed’ (Rsit. Pple. F) 
rék-s-nt (> rék-s-int) rée ‘they said’ (Aorist) 
drbh-6-j-sii rabéxn ‘servants’ (Loc. Pl.) 
Ous-d-s uxo ‘ear’ 

pér-sdd-i-téj préxoditi ‘to pass’ 

rék-s-3-m TEXb *I said’ (Aorist) 


Notes: (1) The retroflexion of s did not involve s issued from the spirantization of k’. This 
suggests that retroflexion occurred before § Z had changed to s z in the satem languages 
(2.13)—an example of relative dating of linguistic change. 

(2) Before the introduction of § from other sources, § and x were in complementary dis- 
tribution. | 

(3) The Slavic results of the retroflexion of s may have arisen through a different sequence 
of changes: (a) s > ¢ > x before all vowels and sonants, (b) x > 5 before front vowels by the 
first palatalization of velars (Shevelov 1965:127-128 and 2.22). 


2.15. Merger of 6 and a. With the consonantal changes disc ussed above, the period of 
Balto-Slavic unity may be said to have ended. Among the vowels, the dividing line between 
Balto-Slavic and Early Proto-Slavic is provided by the merger of LPIE 6 and a. Short 6 and 
& became 4 still in Balto-Slavic, while long 6 and @ became 4 in Slavic but remained distinct 
in Baltic. Similar changes occurred in other Indo-European languages: in Germanic the vow- 
els 6 d > aand 6d > o and in Indo-Iranian é 6 d > a. 


LITHUANIAN 
















6ui- ovis ‘sheep’ avis ‘sheep’ ovpca ‘sheep’ 
sall- sal, sAlis ‘salt’ saldis ‘sweet’ solb ‘salt’ 
dé- d6nd ‘I present’ diioti ‘to give’ dati ‘to give’ 





mater ‘mother’ mété ‘wife’ mati ‘mother’ 


Since Balto-Slavic d eventually yielded Slavic 6 (2.34a), questions arise about the qual- 
ity of din Early Proto-Slavic. Some Slavists, anticipating future phonetic developments, tran- 
scribe it as d, 6d, or od. Such symbols may reflect a phonetic reality (labialization and closed 
pronunciation of the short variant), but in a phonemic analysis they appear needlessly cum- 
bersome and will not be used in the present survey. Besides, the adoption of @ as the symbol 
for the low-back vowel is supported by the facts of Baltic, where PIE @ remains as d, by the 
fact that quantity was a distinctive feature in the Slavic vocalic system (yielding the equa- 
tion d is to a as é is to é), and by loans from and into Slavic (Vaillant 1950:107). 

There is also a question about the phonetic value of 2, whose position in the new vowel 
inventory of eight phonemes changed from mid-front to low-front and turned it into the front 
counterpart of d. This change found its expression in the development of 2 into @ in some en- 





82 - LANGUAGE 


vironments in Proto-Slavic (2.27) as well as in several Slavic languages. To symbolize the 
new quality of 2, some scholars transcribe it as £or ed. Here too, however, the simpler sym- 
bol @ seems preferable. 


2.16. Phonemic inventory of Early Proto-Slavic. Thus, for the beginning of the Early 
Proto-Slavic stage, one may assume a balanced system of four short and four long vowels, 
in which the “mid” feature was no longer distinctive (with a corresponding reduction among 
the diphthongs): 





The consonants included six stops: labial p b, dental ¢ d, and velar k g; two dental spi- 
rants: s z; the palatovelar spirants § x, which were in complementary distribution (2.14); and 
four sonants, m nr 1. The semivowels i and u were in complementary distribution with the 
vowels i and u respectively, functioning as their nonsyllabic allophones. 


2.17. Constraints on syllabic structure. Throughout its long history the Proto-Slavic 
sound system was affected by two fundamental tendencies in the structure of the syllable. 
The tendency toward intrasyllabic harmony manifested itself in the agreement between some 
consonantal and vocalic distinctive features within the same syllable. In accordance with this 
tendency, the vocalic feature front was correlated with the consonantal feature palatal, and 
the vocalic feature back was correlated with the consonantal feature nonpalatal. This resulted 
in various consonant-to-vowel and vowel-to-consonant accommodations, such as the pala- 
talization of consonants before front vowels (2.22, 2.31), yodization (2.23), and the fronting 
of back vowels after palatal consonants and after j (2.25). 

The tendency toward rising sonority was a tendency toward an intrasyllabic arrangement 
of phonemes proceeding from lower to higher sonority (the phonemes with the lowest sonor- 
ity are voiceless spirants; those with the highest are low vowels). The most signal conse- 
quences of this tendency were the rise of prothetic semivowels (2.21) and the specification 
that all syllables must end in a vowel. The latter restriction, known as the law of open sylia- 
bles, led to the loss of word-final consonants (2.18), changes in syllable-initial consonant 
clusters (2.19), and the elimination of diphthongs (2.26, 2.34, 2.35). 


2.18. Elimination of word-final consonants. The tendency toward rising sonority led 
to the loss of all inherited word-final consonants (s ¢ d): 


BSI. siniis OCS syn ‘son’ cf. Skt. siinus ‘son’ 
padés pade ‘you fell’ Abharas ‘you carried’ 
padét pade ‘he fell’ 4bharat ‘he carried’ 
yilkad vinka ‘wolf’ (Gen. Sg.) vykad ‘wolf’ (Abl. Sg.) 


2.19. Resolution of syllable-initial clusters. Impermissible syllable-initial consonant 
clusters, which arose as a consequence of the law of open syllables, were simplified or mod- 
ified: 
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BSI. pd-ktds OCS pots ‘sweat’ cf. OCS _peka ‘I bake’ 
da-dmi damp ‘I will give’ dadett ‘they will give’ 
sii-pnds sbnb ‘sleep’ sipati ‘to sleep’ 
gré-btej greti ‘to butry’ grebetp ‘he buries’ 
ma-zsld maslo ‘oil’ mazati ‘to spread’ 
6-byi-dé-t2j obidéti ‘to offend’ vidéti ‘to see’ 
nd-kis nosip ‘night’ (2.36) Lat. nox, noctis ‘night’ 
ptri-jds ChSL. stryi ‘patemal uncle’ pater ‘father’ 


Impermissible consonant clusters in borrowings into Old Church Slavonic were resolved 
through the insertion of a vowel, e.g. OCS psalms ‘psalm’ (from Greek psalms). 


2.20. Shifting of morphemic boundaries. If the juxtaposition of a morpheme-final and 
a morpheme-initial sequence did not create an impermissible consonant cluster, the final con- 
sonant of a prefix or a preposition was transferred to the following morpheme. Such a trans- 
fer could cause a shift in morphemic boundaries. Thus, OCS vz-nuSiti ‘to hear out’ and kp 
njemu ‘to him’ continued the etymological van-uSiti and kan [j]emu. 


2.21. Rise of prothetic semivowels. The tendency for rising sonority favored prothesis 
in syllable-initial vowels. Before @ there developed a prothetic y, while before front vowels 
and (in most dialects) before a, a prothetic j arose: iiz- > uiiz- > OCS vaz- ‘up’, idrad > 
uiidra > OES). vydra ‘otter’, iddm > iidg > OCS idg Ljsde) ‘I go’, ésmi > iésmi > OCS 
Lilesms ‘I am’, dgn- > (j)agn- > OCS agnbcs and jagnbch ‘lamb’. Short d remained with- 
out prothesis: adtikds > OCS otscn. 

The tendency to develop prothetic semivowels remained active in Late Proto-Slavic, 
where it affected front vowels resulting from the monophthongization of diphthongs (2.26) 
as well as in some post-Proto-Slavic dialect areas.'!2° 


2.22. First palatalization of velars. The principle of intrasyllabic harmony led to the 
palatalization or affrication of Balto-Slavic velars before front vowels, whereby k > & (sk > 
5¢) and g > 3 > Z (zg > 23). Since this change was the first of two palatalizations in which 
front vowels acted upon the preceding velar consonants, it is referred to as the first regres- 
sive palatalization of velars (2.31, 2.32): 


Voc. Nom. Sc. 
BSI. yilk-é OCS vinée cf. BSI. yflk-d-s OCS vinkp ‘wolf’ 
bag-& bode bag-6-s bog, ‘god’ 


The new palatal consonants ¢ and Z were in complementary distribution with k and g re- 
spectively, paralleling the status of § and x (2,14): 








Voc. Nom. Sc. 


BSI. ddys’-é OCS dude cf. BSI. ddys’-d-s locs duxp ‘spirit’ 


130. Prothesis remained an active process in the history of individual Slavic languages, witness the development of 
prothetic uz before o in Polabian and dialectally in Polish and Czech or of prothetic #4 in Belarussian and Lower Sorbian. 
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Note: In eastern South Slavic and Czech/Slovak the clusters §¢ and 23 were changed by 
dissimilation to st and Zd, while in Russian they became 53’ (spelled ¢) and ZZ’ (spelled zz, 
2Z, or Zd): 


BSI. skén- ‘pup’ ChSI. Stene OESI. Stenja 
mazg- ‘marrow’ OCS moddanp (< mazg-én-) Ru. mozzetdék 


2.23. Yodization. Sequences of a consonant or sonant followed by the front semivowel 
i yielded palatal sounds. This change has come to be known as yodization (yod is the He- 
brew name of the front semivowel). 


(a) The yodization of velar stops produced the same results as the first palatalization of 
velars (2.22), k > &, g > 3 > Z (also sk > 5€, zg > 23), and may be considered part of the 
same phonetic process: 


BSI. plak-i-6-m OCS plagg ‘I cry’ cf. OCS plakati ‘to cry’ 
liig-i-o-m IbZQ ‘I lie’ Ipgati ‘to lie’ 
iisk-i-d-m i8tg ‘I seek’ iskati ‘to seek’ 
briizg-i-o-m Ru. bryzzu ‘I splash’ Ru. bryzgat’ ‘to splash’ 


Note: Forms like OCS duSa (< PIE dhdus-i-d) ‘soul’, duég (< PIE dhéus-i-6-m) ‘I blow’ 
are usually considered instances of the yodization of the velar x (cf. OCS duxs ‘breath’, 
duxati ‘to blow’) and are listed together with examples of the yodization of k and g. How- 
ever, the derivation of dua, dugg does not require an assumption of the intervening stage 
d6éux-j-d, ddux-i-d-m (cf. 2.14, 2.23b). 


(b) Hissing sibilants yielded hushing ones, s > § and z > Z: 


BSI. dius-i-6-m (s < s) OCS duSo ‘I blow’ cf. duxati ‘to blow’ 
péis-i-6-m (s < k’) piso ‘I write’ pbsati ‘to write’ 
maz-j-6-m (z < g’) mazZq ‘I smear’ mazati ‘to smear’ 


As a result of the yodization of k g s z, Early Proto-Slavic é Z § ceased to function as po- 
sitional variants of k g x and became independent phonemes; cf. such minimal pairs as 


léuka ‘garlic’ (Gen. Sg.) l6uéa ‘ray* (Gen. Sg.) 
ndga ‘leg’ (Nom. Sg.) vs. néZa ‘knife’ (Gen. Sg.) 
déuxa ‘spirit’ (Gen. Sg.) ddusa ‘soul’ (Nom. Sg.) 


(c) Labials developed an epenthetic /, ic. Pi > Pli (transcribed as Pl’ in Proto-Slavic 
but as Plj in Old Church Slavonic, cf. 2.23e): 


BSI. stip-j-6-m OCS sppljo ‘I sleep’ cf. stpati ‘to sleep’ 
gib-j-o-m gybljg ‘I perish’ gybati ‘to perish’ 
zém-j-a zemlja ‘earth’ zembnb ‘earthly’ 
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Note: For similarly motivated changes compare the pronunciation [px’es] or [pSes] ap- 
pearing in northeastern dialects of Polish for standard Polish pies [pjes) ‘dog’ or the French 
§(< pS < pi) as in sachant ‘knowing’ from Latin sapiente. 

Epenthetic / does not normally appe&r in Bulgarian/Macedonian and West Slavic at mor- 
pheme boundaries, that is, in noninitial syllables. This anomaly is due, it seems, to the fact 
that { was a morphological marker without a constant phonemic identity and that, as such, it 
was susceptible to be lost through analogical leveling. Hence OCS kramja (also kramija) 
‘food’ (< krm-j-d) on the model of kramiti ‘to feed’, Bulgarian kupja (< kdup-j-dm) ‘1 will 
buy’ on the model of kupi ‘he will buy’, Polish robig ‘I do’ (< drb-i-Gm) on the model of 
robié ‘to do’ (Vaillant 1950:67-70). 

The yodization of # was probably a Late Proto-Slavic change. It contributed to the con- 
sonantizatiion of the back semivowel: OCS foviti, lovijg ‘hunt’ (2.43). 


(d) The dental stops t d produced different reflexes in different dialect areas. Their discus- 
sion, therefore, belongs properly to the Late Proto-Slavic period. To avoid this chronological 
disjunction and to preserve typological symmetry, some scholars assume “i di > ¢' d’ in Early 
Proto-Slavic with further developments in Late Proto-Slavic. This solution is adopted in the 
present survey, even though there is nothing in the structure of Slavic to militate against the con- 
tinued existence of ti di sequences until their ultimate replacement by palatal consonants (2.36). 

Note: The clusters st and zd developed like sk and zg respectively (see 2.23a and the note 
in 2.22): 


BSI. pdust-j-6-m OCS puste Ru, pustd [puss] I will let 
diizd-i- dtzdp doid’, doZdjé [do&’, dazz’4] rain 


(e) Analogously, the sonants nr | are said to have yielded monophonemic reflexes, the 
palatal n’r’ 1’, even though the biphonemic sequences nj ri li would be permissible in Proto- 
Slavic. In Old Church Slavonic, however, these sequences are commonly rendered as nj rj lj, 


2.24. Proto-Slavic consonant system. Thus, except for the results of the second and 
third palatalizations of velars (2.31), which added the palatal c and 3 and, dialectally, s’, from 
the end of early Proto-Slavic down to the end of Late Proto-Slavic the following consonant 
system may be posited: 
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The labial and palatal semivowels uz and i were in complementary distribution with the 
vowels u and i respectively. The palatal consonants and sonants and the semivowel j (j) are 
conveniently grouped as “soft,” in opposition to the nonpalatal “hard” sounds. 


2.25. Fronting of back vowels after soft consonants. In a process that operated 
throughout the Proto-Slavic period, back vowels were fronted after soft consonants. When 
not counteracted by analogy this change created “hard” versus “soft” vowel alternations, 
whereby @ was replaced by é and a by f. The fronting of back vowels may be exemplified by 
Old Church Slavonic pairs: nes-om ‘carried’ vs. zna[j)-ems ‘known’, lbv-ove ‘leonine’ vs. 
zmi[ j]-evb ‘serpentine’, myti (< mif-) ‘to wash’ vs. Siti (< sjiz-) ‘to sew’, and so on (for Late 
Proto-Slavic changes in vowel quality, see 2.40). It is also responsible for the alternating 
hard and soft endings in the inflection of such stems as OCS sel- ‘village’ vs. polj- ‘field’ 
(2.48.1): 


Nom. Sg. sel-o (< -&) polj-e (< -€) 

Gen. Sg. sel-a (< -a) polj-é (< -é) 

Loc. Sg. sel-é (< -aj) polj-i (< -&j, see 2.26) 
Instr. Sg. sel-omp (< -imf) polj-ems (< -émf) 
Gen. Pi. sel-b (< -ii) polj-b (< -i) 

Instr. Pl. sel-y (< -ii) polj-i (< -1) 


Except for j# < &y (2.26), this change was operative throughout the Proto-Slavic period; 
compare such Old Church Slavonic loans as [jlersdanz (< Greek Jorddnos) ‘the Jordan’, 
Zidovinn (< Balkan-Romance 3id-) ‘Jew’. 


2.26. Monophthongization of diphthongs in i and u. Complying with the law of open 
syllables, the closed-syllable diphthongs were replaced by long vowels. Chronologically first 
was the monophthongization of the diphthongs in j and u. It resulted in the following changes: 
éi > i, di > &, éu > it (which was not liable to vowel fronting, see 2.25), Gu > iu. The reso- 
lution of the diphthongs in nasal and liquid sonants was dialectally differentiated and belongs, 
therefore, to the Late Proto-Slavic period. The new vowels resulting from the monoph- 
thongization of the diphthongs in j and u are often marked with subscript , to distinguish 
them from the older vowels which are unmarked or marked with subscript ,: 


EPSL. ocs GREEK 

bEré,té (E < Bi) beréte ‘take!’ cf. phéroite ‘bring’ 
sti,gnom (1 < éi) stigng ‘I’ll reach’ stefkho ‘I walk’ 

10,01 (U < Sy) lute ‘light’ lofisson ‘white wood’ 


bii,d6m (ii < éy) bijudg ‘I keep’ petithomai ‘I ask’ 

The instances of i, occurring for the expected @, (Nom. Pl. of the masculine-6-stems, 
2 Sg. Impv.) are probably analogical to the umlauted forms (Shevelov 1965:287-288; cf. also 
248.1n7, 2.51.4). Some scholars, however, formulate phonological rules to account for this 
development. 

It is often suggested that before reaching the shapes posited in the process of the mon- 


ophthongization, all or some of the diphthongs underwent a metathesis (Vaillant 1950:115, 
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121; Jakobson 1963:158; Shevelov 1965:285-286; Stankiewicz 1973:181—-182; Lunt 1985: 
260). Although the assumption of the sequence éj > jé > i, would help explain why i, did 
not always participate in the so-called third (progressive) palatalization of velars (2.31, 2.32), 
there are several considerations that militate against the likelihood of the existence of such 
an intermediate stage: 

(1) A metathesis would have satisfied the law of open syllables and would have ren- 
dered any further changes superfluous. Thus, if we assume that du or éi developed into EPSI. 
ud and j2 we must explain why the latter monophthongized to Z, and 7, while ud and jé from 
other sources yielded LPSI. vo and je. In other words, one would have to account for the 
difference in treatment between the presumed *udm- (from BSI. dum-), yielding LPSI. 
um- ‘mind’, and uddd, yielding LPSI. voda ‘water’, or between the presumed *jé- (from 
BSI. é-), yielding LPSI. i- ‘go’ (as in iti ‘to go’), and iéz-i-, yielding LPSI. jez» ‘hedge- 
hog’. 

(2) Had older di metathesized, the resulting sequence *id@ would be expected, by the rules 
of vowel fronting (2.25), to become i@, which should then monophthongize to £, (as in the 
posited sequence éj > ié > i,). Yet, except for analogical developments mentioned above, 
the reflex of ai was @,. : 

(3) The metathesized sequences *j@ and *{@ would be expected to participate in the 
process of yodization (2.23) and, instead, of céna (< kdind) ‘value’, réka (< rdjka) ‘river’ 
should have yielded *ééna, *r’ éka. Similarly, had the stage *pisatie'>! ‘to write’ existed (Lunt 
1985:165), it would not have yielded pisati (OCS pssati) but rather *pisdt’ é (OCS *pbsaste). 

(4) No metathesis could have been involved in the change of éu to id. 

(5) Indo-European languages offer many examples of monophthongization of diphthongs 
which do not require the assumption of prior metathesis, e.g. Sanskrit edha- (< PIE ajdh-6-) 
‘firewood’, veda (< PIE udidd) ‘I know’, ojas (< PIE dug’-) ‘strength’, rocate (< PIE 
léukétdj) ‘it shines’; Latin liicus (< PIE léuk-6-) ‘clearing’, anus (< PIE djn-d-) ‘one’; 
French /aft (le) ‘milk’, aoée (u] ‘August’. 

(6) The Slavic treatment of the Proto-Indo-European diphthongs is said to have paralleled 
the developments in Baltic where a metathesis of the diphthongs éi ai > je and du > uo has 
been observed (Vaillant 1950:115 and 121). The metathesized reflexes of these diphthongs 
do not occur, however, in all the Baltic languages and modern dialects (Arumaa 1964:82-84, 
92), suggesting that the Baltic change was late and independent of Slavic. 

(7) The change of the word-initial aj to ja, as in PSI. {@zud ‘sore’ (cf. Lith. afZa ‘cleft’) 
is not necessarily due to metathesis as claimed by Shevelov (1965:286). The change of word- 
initial @ [j@] to ia is part of the general Slavic backing of é to d after soft consonants (2.27) 
and, as such, it affects not only @, but also é,, cf. OCS jasti ‘to eat’ (< PIE éd-téi). 

(8) Foreign loan words in Slavic need not indicate, as is sometimes maintained, that 
metathesis functioned as an intermediate stage to monophthongization. Thus, the Slavic 
rendering of close 6 [,,6] as %, in such examples as PSI. buks ‘beech’ (< Gmc. *bdka) or 
PSI. plug» ‘plough’ (< Gmc. *pléga) and East Slavic Rusb (< West Finnic *rétsi) does not 
require the positing of the intermediate Slavic state ud. It may merely suggest that in the 
native perception labialized non-Slavic labialized [6] was phonetically closer to Slavic 
iz, rather than to a. Similarly, lexical loans from Slavic into such non-Slavic languages as 


131. Corresponding to *pisaréi of this exposition. 
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Finnish or Lithuanian are, by and large, less reliable as sources of phonetic information than 
internal evidence. '32 


2.27. Backing of é after soft consonants. In a departure from the tendency for intrasyl- 
labic harmony, the long @ became d after soft consonants. This change is best presented in 
three stages: 


‘to shout’ ‘to hear’ ‘to hold’ ‘to stand’ ‘to see’ 
I krikétéj sliSétéj dirgétéi Stdjétéi cf. yejdatej 
ll kriéétéj slisetéj dirzétéj Stajetej yejdetéaj 
Il kridatéj slisatej dirzatéi stajaté} udjdatéi 


Slavic languages show the final stage of this change, except for the Old Church Slavonic 
texts of Macedonian provenience which, faithful to the tendency for intra-syllabic harmony, 
retained Stage II: 


ORu. krigati slySati dprZati stojati cf. vidéti 
OCS (Mac.) kridéti slySéti drpzéti sto[ jjéti vidéti 


After prothetic i root-initial € was sometimes retained by analogy to the sequences in 
which a prefix prevented the development of prothesis. Thus, next to PSI. jdd- ‘eat’ (< éd-) 


there are instances of jéd- under the influence of such forms as siin-éd- ‘eat up’. Hence the . 


contrast between Old Russian analogical [/]ésti ‘to eat’ (cf. spnésti) and Old Church Slavonic 
regular jasti. 


2.28. Rise of ¥. Early Proto-Slavic back vowels were redundantly and hence weakly 
labialized (pronounced with lip rounding). The introduction of the fully labialized @,, how- 
ever, endowed labialization with a phonemic status and contributed to a complete delabial- 
ization of #, to ¥, yielding such contrasts as OCS tu ‘here’ (< (du) vs. ty ‘thou’ (< 1). 


2.29. Phonemic pitch and the new vowel system. The monophthongization of diph- 
thongs led to the development of phonemic distinctions in pitch (intonation). Before the mon- 
ophthongization, long vowels and long diphthongs were rising in pitch, while short vowels 
and short diphthongs were nonrising (falling). These differences in pitch were automatic, 
hence phonemically nondistinctive. When after the monophthongization Proto-Slavic ob- 
tained nonrising long vowels from originally short diphthongs or two contracting short vow- 
els (2.41d) the formerly redundant distinctions in pitch became phonemic. Consequently, 
ing, contrasting with the corresponding long nonrising vowels. It is customary to transcribe 
the Proto-Slavic rising intonation with an acute accent (°) and the nonrising intonation with 
a circumflex (“) and hence to refer to them as the “acute” and “circumflex” intonations.'33 

The new vocalic system consisted of five long acute vowels, five long circumflex vow- 
els, and four short vowels. The vowels ¥ and 4, though typically acute, could be circumflex 


132. For a contrary view, see Kiparsky (1979:79-82). 

133. The acute accent mark, used as a vowel diacritic, has different values in different Slavic languages. 11 denotes 
(1) the Proto-Slavic acute, (2) Serbian/Croatian and Slovenian long rising pitch, (3) Czech and Slovak vowel length, 
(4) place of stress in East Slavic and Bulgarian, (5) Polish phonemic /u/ derived from Old Polish d, (6) Sorbian tense [8]. 
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when they were not inherited from Balto-Slavic long vowels but resulted from Late Proto- 
Slavic developments such as contraction of circumflex vowels (2.41). 


CIRCUMFLEX 





2.30. From Early to Late Proto-Slavic. The introduction of phonemic pitch distinc- 
tions marks the end of the uniform Early Proto-Slavic period. During the succeeding Late 
Proto-Slavic period, linguistic developments were dialect-specific, leading up to the eventual 
disintegration of Proto-Slavic. While it is virtually impossible to establish an absolute chro- 
nology of changes in Early Proto-Slavic, the task of dating particular Late Proto-Slavic 
changes is somewhat easier. One may surmise that they began when the territorial integrity 
of Slavic was breaking up in the sixth century as the Slavs started their push into the Balkans 
and Central Europe. It is even possible to assign certain changes to the beginning or the end 
of Late Proto-Slavic by assuming that greater dialectal variation implies a more recent event. 


2.31. Second (regressive) and third (progressive) palatalizations of velars. Two other 
palatalizations of velars (cf. 2.22) and the reflexes of the / and di clusters are responsible for 
a major isogloss separating West Slavic from South/East Slavic. While the velar stops palatal- 
ized by the second and third palatalizations of velars developed identically throughout the 
Slavic territory, k > c and g > 3 (simplified to z’ in most Slavic languages), the velar spirant 
x yielded § in West Slavic but s’ in South/East Slavic. The second palatalization was caused 
by the new front vowel 2, or its variant 7, (both deriving from Gi) acting on the preceding ve- 
lar. The third palatalization was caused by 7, with or without an intervening nasal (N) acting 
on the following velar. The few Old Church Slavonic examples of k > c after fr appear to be 
analogical (Shevelov 1965:341). Because of its characteristic left-to-right action the third pal- 
atalization has often been called the progressive palatalization in contrast to the first and sec- 
ond palatalizations, which because of their right-to-left action have been labeled regressive. 


SECOND (REGRESSIVE) PALATALIZATION 





LPSL. 










xjd- ‘grey’ 





kajna ‘price’ c&na +; céna 
pail- ‘very’ 3e,14 3élo 
sédb 


The third palatalization seems to have started as a phonological development before 4. 
Soon, however, it became grammaticalized, and its occurrence came to depend on various 
nonphonological factors, chiefly morphological analogy. 
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THIRD (PROGRESSIVE) PALATALIZATION 


Sylka ‘sheep’ 
léjka ‘face’ 
kining- ‘ruler’ 
uix- ‘all’ 





Additional dialect differentiation was provided by the behavior of the affricate 3 and of 
the sequences sk ku gu: 3 was simplified to z’ throughout the Slavic territory except in the old- 
est Old Church Slavonic texts and in Lechitic; sk yielded sc in South/East Slavic but 5¢ in West 
Slavic, e.g. EPSI. udijisk-di ‘army’ (Loc. Sg.) yielded South/East Slavic udjisc-é, (OCS voiscé 
[vojpscé]) but West Slavic udiiSé-2, (OCz. vojicé); ku gu underwent the second palatalization 
in South Slavic and parts of East Slavic, but not in West Slavic, e.g. EPSI. kudjt- ‘flower’ and 
gudizd-a ‘star’ yielded South/East Slavic cué,t- and 3ué,zd-a (Ru. cvet zvezdd, S/Cr. cvijet 
zvijézda) but West Slavic kué,t- and gué,zd-a (Cz. kvét hvézda, Po. kwiat gwiazda). 


2.32. The relative chronology of the palatalizations of velars. The traditional num- 
bering of the three palatalizations of velars (2.22 and 2.31) reflects the order postulated by 
Jan Baudouin de Courtenay (1894), the first linguist to formulate the conditions of the third 
palatalization. The last placement of the third palatalization has not, however, been accepted 
by all scholars. Some have claimed that the so-called third palatalization was actually the sec- 
ond one to occur, others that it was one of the most ancient sound changes of Slavic. Thus, 
in order not to prejudge the issue, the third palatalization is best called the progressive or 
Baudouin de Courtenay palatalization. 

The chronological order placing the second palatalization after the first one is beyond dis- 
pute. It is based on the fact that the conditioning factor of the second palatalization was the 
vowel é, (in some environments also 7,), whose frontness was brought about by the mon- 
ophthongization of the Balto-Slavic diphthong di (2.26). The velars that underwent the sec- 
ond palatalization remained unchanged during the operation of the first palatalization caused 
by the PIE front vowels 2, and i,. Also significant in determining the relative age of these 
two palatalizations is the fact that, while the first palatalization had uniform results through- 
out Slavic, the second palatalization of ku gu x produced West Slavic ky gu § but East/South 
Slavic cu 3u s’, pointing to the first dialect split within Proto-Slavic. 

The assumption that the progressive palatalization followed the second one is more dif- 
ficult to corroborate. There are two considerations that indicate the temporal proximity of the 
second and progressive palatalizations. One is the identity of their reflexes, the other the fact 
that the progressive palatalization did not occur after the Balto-Slavic diphthong Gj (e.g. rdjka 
‘river’ > ré,ké rather than *ré,ca).'*4 This would suggest that the progressive palatalization 


134. The progressive palatalization may also be inhibited by the diphthong 2j. However, the nonpalatalized mascu- 
line suffix -niks (< -n&jk-), which is the most commonly cited example, may be due to the grammaticalized character of 
the progressive palaialization (cf. the palatalized feminine suffix -nica). More difficult to explain are such roots as lix- 
‘excessive’ (< lés-). 





LANGUAGE - 91 


occurred after the monophthongization of diphthongs which, as we saw above, was the prin- 
cipal conditioning factor of the second palatalization. 

The partisans of the third-before-second order of palatalizations (Trubeckoj, Lehr- 
Splawifiski, Mare, and their followers) pointed to the fact that EPSI. Gttk-dj ‘father’ (Loc. 
Sg.) yielded OCS otsci rather than *otscé. In order for this derivation to be regular, one would 
have to assume that the progressive palatalization of k > c was followed by the changes dj 
> &i > Tin accordance with the rule fronting back vowels after soft consonants (2.25) and 
the monophthongization of the diphthongs in i (2.26), the latter rule being the conditioning 
factor of the second palatalization. A more likely explanation of the paradigm of OCS ofscs 
‘father’ is that its forms (except for the vocative otsée) are analogical to the paradigms of the 
-j-d- stems, such as mgZb ‘man’ (2.25 and 2.48.1). On the other hand, the paradigm of OCS 
vpsb ‘all’, which is isolated and hence less likely to yield to analogy, includes forms in which 
s’ is followed by 2 < &, < di, e.g. OCS vaséxp (Loc. Pl.) < EPSI. uix-djxit. Had the pro- 
gressive palatalization operated before the monophthongization of diphthongs, it would have 
caused x > s’ followed by vowel fronting, ai > i > i, as it did in the case of vasb < uixii-. 
The absence of vowel fronting in vbséxz suggests that this form is due to the second palatal- 
ization, which occurred after the monophthongization process had been completed. 

Since vowel fronting preceded the monophthongization of diphthongs,'>> the absence of 
the reflexes of the progressive palatalization after i derived from fronted & has provided 
another argument in favor of the third-before-second chronology. It is, however, impossible 
to know whether OCS igo [j5go] ‘yoke’ < PIE iitgd- (cf. Lat. iugum ‘yoke’), which is most 
frequently cited in support of this argument,'*° offers a true diagnostic test or whether it 
is merely one of the numerous instances of irregularity of the progressive palatalization, 
exemplified by such Russian doublets as /’ ga ‘ease’ (dialectal) and (ne)I’zja ‘(not) permit- 
ted’ (both from EPSI. liga, cf. légkij ‘light’) or zga'>” and stezjé ‘path’ (both from EPS. 
Stiga). 

Finally, there is the view that the progressive palatalization preceded the other two pala- 
talizations. This hypothesis, championed by such scholars as Robert Channon (1972), Bo- 
ryana Velcheva (1980), and Horace G. Lunt (1981), was suggested by the phonology of Old 
Church Slavonic formulated in terms of ordered rules. Endowed with historical relevance, 
these rules lead to the following ordering: (1) progressive palatalization of velars whereby 
k>k and g > g’, (2) first regressive palatalization of velars whereby k/k’ > ¢ and g/g’ > § 
before the original front vowels and j, (3) fronting of back vowels after soft consonants, 
(4) monophthongization of diphthongs in j, and (5) second regressive palatalization of velars 
whereby k/k’ > c, g/g’ > 3, and x > 3/s’ before front vowels issued from the monoph- 
thongization of diphthongs in j. 

For all its unquestionable logic, the third-before-first hypothesis exacts a high price for 
its adoption. First of all, one wonders about the nature of the difference between k’/g’ fol- 
lowed by front vowels (hence participating in the first regressive palatalization) and k’/g’ fol- 
lowed by back vowels (hence not participating in the first regressive palatalization). Is it 
realistic, one may ask, to posit a phonetic difference between the palatalized velars in the 


135. Shevelov (1965:268) argues that the fronting of # followed the third palatalization. 

136. Examples with the suffix -Ik- < -iik- are not conclusive because of the likelihood of analogical levelings; cf. 
such alternate forms as jaj-Tk-d and jdj-ic-é ‘egg’. . 

137. Only in the expression ni zgf ne vidno ‘you can’t see a thing’. 
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vocative *dtik’é (OCS otpée) and genitive *atik'a (OCS otca) ‘father’. It is also puzzling 
that a change which is so sensitive to its conditioning factors should not have been inhibited 
by the presence of the nasal sonant in the diphthong iN, which could not have become mon- 
ophthongized at such an early date (2.34). Linked with this is the problem of the late Ger- 
manic borrowings that offer clear examples of the progressive palatalization, e.g. OCS 
péne3b ‘coin’ (< OHG pfenning). There is also the evidence of Slavic place names as ren- 
dered in non-Slavic languages, e.g. Gardfki in Greece derived from the nonpalatalized PSI. 
Gardtkii rather than the palatalized Gdrdict (cf. Hradec in Bohemia, Graz in Austria, Grojec 
in Poland, Gorodéc in Russia, with different permutations of the diphthong CarC, 2.35). It 
is also clear that if the progressive palatalization predated the first regressive palatalization, 
then it cannot include the dialectally differentiated x > s’/§ change. Therefore, the oft-cited 
Proto-Indo-European pronoun uis-d-s ‘all’ which yields EPSI. uix- and eventually such forms 
as OCS vas and OCz. ves must be excluded from the ranks of its examples. In general, the 
question of dialectal divergence in the progressive palatalization and dialectal uniformity in 
the first regressive palatalization puts a strain on the third-before-first hypothesis. Finally, 
there is the need to reconcile the early dating of the progressive palatalization with the fact 
that it did not occur after the diphthong ai. The monophthongization of diphthongs cannot 
be adduced to explain this anomaly, for it must have followed the progressive palatalization 
if the latter is projected into such a distant past. One possible recourse is to assume that in 
Slavic (but not in Baltic!) ai went through the stage *ae before eventually monophthongiz- 
ing to 2, (Lunt 1985:156). Accordingly, the derivation of the word for ‘river’ would include 
the stages rdjkd > *raekd > ré,kd. This solution, aside from its ad hoc nature, calls into ques- 
tion the claim that the progressive palatalization was typologically and chronologically close 
to the retroflexion of s (Velcheva 1988:33) since j in the diphthong ai was one of the condi- 
tioning factors of that change (2.14). 


2.33. Clusters «and dl. The clusters ¢/ dl were permitted in West Slavic only. Elsewhere 
they were assimilated to // and simplified to / or, dialectally, replaced by &/ gil. The latter 
change was characteristic of the Baltic languages and existed in the Slavic areas adjacent to 
them, the Pskov and Novgorod dialects of East Slavic and the Kashubian and Mazovian di- 
alects of West Slavic. Today, except for a few vestigial forms, the k/ g/ clusters have yielded 
to the reflexes in the standard languages: 


EPSL. SouTH/EASstT WEST 

métla ‘swept’ (Rsit. Pple. F) Ru. mela Cz. metla 
S/Cr. méla Po. miotta 

sadla ‘fat’ Ru. sélo Cz. sddio 
S/Cr. salo Po. sadio 


2.34. Monophthongization of diphthongs in nasa! sonants. The monophthongization 
of diphthongs (2.26) also affected diphthongs in nasal sonants (N), resulting in the creation 
of two nasal vowels, front ¢ derived from @N and back ¢ derived from GN. As for the diph- 
thongs IN and #N, it appears that those derived from Proto-Indo-European vocalic sonants 
ii m were denasalized, while those resulting from later borrowings yielded j and y, which 
eventually fell together with ¢ and ¢ respectively. Nasal vowels were retained in Lechitic and 
some Bulgarian and Slovenian dialects and denasalized elsewhere. In either case their re- 
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flexes differ so widely as to suggest that their phonetic value in Late Proto-Slavic was not 
uniform (2.40.c). 

There is no unanimity of views on the phonemic status of Late Proto-Slavic nasal vow- 
els. Ever since Trubeckoj’s studies on the Teflexes of the nasal vowels in Lechitic (1925) and 
Czech (1928) there have been attempts to interpret the nasal vowels as biphonemic sequences 
of an oral vowel (symbolized by V) followed by a generic nasal sonant (symbolized by N).'3® 
The proponents of this analysis (Bimbaum 1963, Shevelov 1965, Stieber 1979, Velcheva 
1988) base it on the fact that after the monophthongization of diphthongs and before the elim- 
ination of the weak jers (2.38) tautosyllabic VN sequences were not permitted in Slavic. In- 
voking the principle of distributional complementarity, they conclude that the nasal vowels 
should not be considered phonemically independent because they do not contrast with bi- 
phonemic sequences VN. 

This argument, however, fails to do justice to the phonetic structure of Late Proto-Slavic, 
for it is impossible to assume the existence of tautosyllabic VN sequences without denying 
the reality of the monophthongization of the @N GN diphthongs and without questioning 
thereby the validity of the most fundamental principle of Late Proto-Slavic syllabic structure, 
the so-called law of open syllables (2.17 and 2.18). On thé other hand, the acceptance of the 
monophthongization of diphthongs as a fact of Proto-Slavic implies the automatic elimina- 
tion of all tautosyllabic VN sequences with the concomitant neutralization of the contrast be- 
tween mC and nC. The reasoning, which precludes any possibility of identifying ¢ and Q with 
the disallowed sequences NC and ONC, is analogous to that which prevents us from ana- 
lyzing the vowel i,, derived through the monophthongization of du (2.26), as a sequence of 
the vowels @ and u. Such an interpretation would do violence to a phonemic system in which 
tautosyllabic sequences of two vowels were not permitted. 


2.35. Resolution of diphthongs in liquid sonants. Early Proto-Slavic inherited from 
Balto-Slavic two types of diphthongs in the liquid sonants r and / (A), differentiated by the 
height of their vocalic nuclei: the high-vowel diphthongs iR and &R, derived from Proto-Indo- 
European vocalic liquids, and the low-vowel diphthongs éR and aR, the latter continuing PIE 
OR/aR. These diphthongs occurred word-initially (# VRC) or word-internally (CVRC).!99 In 
either position the law of open syllables demanded their elimination. There was little dialec- 
tal differentiation in the resolution of the #VRC diphthongs, testifying to the antiquity of this 
change. More variegated, and therefore more recent, was the resolution of the CVRC diph- 
thongs. There is, in fact, evidence to suggest that this change was still operative in the ninth 
century. Its results subdivide the Slavic territory into four dialect areas: Area I (South Slavic 
and Czech/Slovak), Area II (East Slavic), Area III (Polish and Sorbian), and Area IV (Ka- 
shubian and Polabian).'4° 

(a) The #4RC sequences (the only examples of the #VRC formula) were resolved by 
metathesis, that is, reversal of positions of the vowel and sonant. In North Slavic, however, 
the distinction between long and short vowels was preserved, while in South Slavic (and cen- 


138. Trubeckoj went so far as to claim that the nasa! sonant was the velar 9. 

139. Vowels are shown here in their Early Proto-Slavic form and consonant(s) are designated with the capital C. Most 
treatments of Slavic historical phonology, however, show vowels in their Late Proto-Slavic form and use the capital T to 
symbolize consonant(s). Thus, the traditional oRT, TsRT, TsRT, TeRT, ToRT formulas correspond to dRC, CIRC, CuRC, 
Cé&RC, CARC of this survey. . 

140. This subdivision differs but little from Jakobson's (1952), whose two areas (I and II) have been compressed into 
one (I). 
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tral Slovak dialects) the short diphthongs were lengthened and merged with the long ones, 
transferring the difference in vowel quantity to that of pitch. As expected, Early Proto-Slavic 
long diphthongs gave acute vowels, while short diphthongs yielded circumflex vowels (2.21). 





EPSL. RUSSIAN POLISH | CZECH ocs S/CR. 
aruin- ‘even’ révnyj réwny rovny Tavbnb ravan 
dlkiit- ‘elbow’ ldékot' tokieé loket lakit, lakat 
ardia ‘plough’ ralo radio rédlo ralo ralo 
alkim- ‘greedy’ lékomyj lakomy lakomy lakom likom 


(b) The CIRC C&RC sequences developed in two stages. In the Early Proto-Slavic stage, 
common to all the Slavic languages, the vowel was lost and the vocalic function was trans- 
ferred to the sonant which, depending on the quality of the vowel, was either soft, 7’ [’ 
(< CiRC), or hard, r | (< C#RC). Vocalic length was replaced by the acute. 

In Late Proto-Slavic, vocalic sonants remained syllabic in Area I. In other areas, the so- 
nant was preceded by a homorganic vowel, leading to the sequences of the CVRC type. Such 
a contravention of the law of open syllables suggests that the development of the vocalic so- 
nants outside Area I belongs to the histories of the individual Slavic languages. The vocalic 
sonant y’ merged with r in Area I but remained distinctive in the other areas; /’ retained its 
distinctiveness in Polish, Sorbian, and partly Czech, merging elsewhere with {. 





EPSL. OESL. RUSSIAN POLISH CZECH S/CR. 
ee i en PC AE pe 2 RR ep PE Ue Pm 
sj’p- ‘sickle’ SbIpb serp sierp stp stp 
trg- ‘market’ tErge torg targ trh tfg 
v]'k- ‘wolf’ velkb volk wilk vik vuk 
sln-ik-& ‘sun’ sblnpce sélnce stofice slunce since 
gydl& ‘throat’ gtrlo gérlo gardio hrdlo gilo 
p]’n- ‘full’ pbin- pélnyj peiny piny pin 


(c) The resolution of the CERC Ca@RC sequences was one of the last changes of Late Proto- 
Slavic. The CéiC sequences fell together with CaiC in Areas II and IV. In Area I the liquid 
diphthongs were resolved through metathesis, with the short diphthongs lengthened. The 
Late Proto-Slavic pitch distinctions were continued in Serbian/Croatian and Slovenian but 
reinterpreted as place of stress in Bulgarian and Macedonian and as quantity in Czech and 
Slovak. However, while in Czech acute length is preserved and circumflex length is lost, in 
Slovak both the acute and circumflex yield short vowels. 

In other areas, the short and long diphthongs were resolved by the introduction of an 
epenthetic vowel creating disyllabic sequences of the CV ,RV,C type. In Area Il, V, was the 
vowel of the original diphthong and V, was an epenthetic short high vowel, homorganic with 
V,, whose later development betrayed its similarity to the later front or back jers in the 
“strong” position (2.38). The resultant disyllable is known under its Russian name as polno- 
glasie (or, less frequently, pleophony). Late Proto-Slavic pitch distinctions were replaced by 





et cock tae 
R FS 


Loe Re NS OS at ORT AA te Hgh pment acee RAD ORNATE CIP Bt ere BST! OS 


nat 0m ra wet arena fo 
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distinctions in place of stress. The polnoglasie sequences derived from the acute diphthongs 
stressed V,, while those going back to the circumflex diphthongs did not. 

In Areas III and IV, except Polabian, V, was an epenthetic short high vowel, while V, 
continued the vowel of the original diphthong. The epenthetic vowels were treated as “weak” 
jets (2.38) and were lost. Their existence may be postulated on the basis of evidence from 
Polish and Lower Sorbian.'4! As noted by Rozwadowski (1923:162-165), in Old Polish 
prepositional] phrases of the type we proch ‘into dust’ or ze blota ‘out of mud’, the vocalized 
jer in the preposition implies the occurrence of a weak jer in the following syllable *vs pprox, 
(< *vb porxn), *zb balota (< *jbz bolta with an analogical change in the preposition). In 
Lower Sorbian the original clusters pr tr kr yielded p¥ tS ks; e.g. pSosty ‘straight’, tfawa 
‘grass’, kSaj ‘country’. However, when these clusters arose from liquid diphthongs, they re- 
mained unchanged; e.g. proch ‘dust’, strowy ‘healthy’, krotki ‘short’. One may infer from 
this difference in treatment that in the second instance the stop and the r were separated by 
a jer-like vowel which inhibited the change. 

Late Proto-Slavic pitch distinctions were replaced in Area III by distinctions in vowel 
quantity. In this area, however, only Upper Sorbian has preserved reflexes of quantity dis- 
tinctions resulting from the acute/circumflex opposition. ' 

The Polabian forms are difficult to interpret because of the paucity and unreliability of 
the written records. The CérC sequences seem to have developed similarly to those in Area 
III; CarC fell together with CrC, and CaIC yielded Clac. 


EPSL. RUSSIAN POLISH CZECH U SorRBIAN S/Cr. BULGARIAN 
bérg- ‘bank’ béreg brzeg bfeh brjoh brég breg-£t 
bérza ‘birch’ beréza brzoza bfiza bréza bréza bréza 

bama ‘harrow’ borond brona brana bréna brdna brand 

varna ‘crow’ voréna wrona vréna wrdéna vrana vrana 

gélb- ‘trough’ 26lob 216b Zleb Ziob Zlijeb Zljab-ét 
pélua ‘chaff’ poléva plewa pléva pluwa pléva pijava 

gald- ‘hunger’ golod plod hlad htéd glad glad-tt 
balt& ‘marsh’ boléto bloto bléto biéto blato bldto 


In Late Proto-Slavic reconstructions, the diphthongs in liquid sonants (R) will be cited in 
their VRC form, e.g. berg- ‘shore’. 


2.36. Development of t’d’. The reflexes of Late Proto-Slavic f’ and d’ which issued from 
Early Proto-Slavic ti and dj (2.23.d) were also characterized by dialectal fragmentation tes- 
tifying to the lateness of this change. They fell into five groups: (1) St Jd in Old Church 
Slavonic and Bulgarian; (2) k’ g’ in standard Macedonian; (3) ¢ § (spelled ¢ or dj) in Cro- 
atian and Serbian; (4) ¢ § in Slovenian and East Slavic, with 3 > j in Slovenian and 3 > Z in 
Russian and, partly, in Ukrainian and Belorussian; (5) c 3 in West Slavic, with 3 > z in Czech 
and Sorbian. . 

Palatal ’ had two sources, ¢ and kt (from kt and gi with devoicing of g) followed by a 
front vowel. The latter sequence presupposes the palatalization of kt to k’t’ and the simplifi- 
cation of k’t’ tor’ through the resolution of syllable-initial clusters (2.19). 


141. Fora differing view, see Shevelov (1965:412-414). 
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EPSL. Oocs Mac. S/CR. Ru. Po. 
sué,t'a (< sydil-j-a) ‘candle’ svéta svek’a svééa sveta Swieca 
nat’l (< nakt-i-s) ‘night’ Noste nok’ noé not’ noc 
mat’éj (< mag-téi) ‘to be able’ Mosti mok’ modéi moc’ méc 
méd’a (< méd-j-a) ‘boundary’ mezda meg’a méda mezé miedza 


2.37. Word stress. A comparison of the phonological systems of individual Slavic lan- 
guages suggests that, except for a small number of enclitics, Proto-Slavic possessed phono- 
logically distinctive word stress. Although this proposition is generally agreed upon, the task 
of reconstructing the accentual system of Proto-Slavic and of tracing its evolution has been 
one of the most difficult and contentious areas of research in Slavic historical phonology. Is 
Slavic word stress derived from Proto-Indo-European? If not, is it a Balto-Slavic or purely 
Slavic phenomenon? To what extent is it subject to tensions between phonological principles 
and morphological patterning? What is the relation between the place of stress and Proto- 
Slavic pitch distinctions? 

The last question was addressed at the end of the nineteenth century by two Indo-Euro- 
peanists, the Swiss Ferdinand de Saussure, who established a strict correlation between word 
stress and the acute pitch in Lithuanian, and the Russian Filipp F. Fortunatov, who indepen- 
dently of Saussure observed a similar phenomenon in Proto-Slavic, giving rise to what has 
been referred to in Slavic accentology as the law of Saussure/Fortunatov. This law, despite 
its great explicatory power, has not been universally accepted. Among scholars who admit 
its validity for Proto-Slavic one should mention the Slavists Jan Rozwadowski, Tadeusz 
Lehr-Splawinski, Leonid Bulaxovs’kyj, André Vaillant, George Y. Shevelov, and Edward 
Stankiewicz. The ranks of the opposing camp include scholars with Baltic and Balto-Slavic 
research interests, such as Jerzy Kurytowicz, Christian S. Stang, Vladimir A. Dybo, Vladislav 
M. Illié-Svityé, Frederik H. H. Kortlandt, and Paul Garde. 

It is the former view that is espoused in this presentation: word stress is considered an 
autonomous Slavic development conditioned by the law of Saussure/Fortunatov and serving 
a blend of phonological and morphological functions.'42 

(a) In words whose roots contained an acute vowel, word stress coincided with the acute 
and, unless overridden by morphological patterns, was fixed on the root (with the ictus on V, 
of the polnoglasie sequences). This can be seen in Russian word families derived from such 
roots as ué,r- ‘believe’ or bé,rz- ‘birch ‘: véra ‘faith’, véry (Gen. Sg.), vérnyj ‘faithful’, 
uvérennyj ‘confident’, vérju ‘I believe’, Vérocka ‘Verochka’, berézka ‘birch’, berézy (Gen. 
Sg.), berézu (Acc. Sg.), berézina ‘birchwood’, berézka ‘small birch’, beréznik ‘birch grove’, 
berézovyj ‘birchen’. ; 

(b) In words whose roots did not contain an acute vowel, word stress was mobile. If no 
acute vowel followed the root, the onset of stress was recessive (Kurytowicz 1958 ,:52), that 
is, it fell on the first syllable of the phonological word. When an acute vowel followed the 
root, the stress was, in accordance with the law of Saussure/Fortunatov, on the acute vowel. 


142. This is the view adopted and developed in the accentologica! writings of Edward Stankiewicz. Its concise for- 
mulation along with a critique of the revisionist theories may be found in Stankiewicz 1993:3-38. For surveys of recent 
developmenis in Slavic accentology, see Bimbaum 1979:116-124, 247-248; Bimbaum/Merill 1983:12-21. Specifically 
on the law of Saussure/Fortunatov, see Bulaxovs’kyj 1980:221-225, 532-534, Kurylowicz 1952:243, passim; Shevelov 
1965:55-80. 
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Mobile stress may be exemplified by such Early Proto-Slavic roots as bérg- ‘shore’, uélk- 
‘drag’, gad- ‘propitious time’, ndkt- ‘night’ whose Russian refiexes include béreg ‘shore’, 
bérega (Gen. Sg.), beregd (Nom. PI.), nd bereg ‘to the shore’, ndbereZnaja ‘embankment’, 
na beregi ‘on the shore’; vdlok ‘portage’, ndvolocka ‘pillowcase’, voloki ‘I drag’, dblako 
‘cloud’, oblaké (Nom. PI.); géd ‘year’, godd (Nom. PI.), nd god ‘for a year’, gdd dt godu 
“year in, year out’, v godit ‘in a year’; nde’ ‘night, nd noc” ‘for the night’, zé noc’ ‘in one 
night’, vsénoSénaja ‘vespers’, v nocf ‘at night’ .'43 

(c) The accentual patterns of the Slavic languages (chiefly East and South Slavic) demand 
the reconstruction of the oxytonic or word-final stress, whose Late Proto-Slavic motivation 
appears to be wholly morphological and lexical.'4¢ It characterized nouns derived from non- 
acute bases and may be exemplified by such Modern Russian forms as molodéc ‘brave fel- 
low’, molodcd (Gen. Sg.) from the root mdid- ‘young’ (cf. Russian mobile stress in molodé, 
mélodo, mdlody) or cernéc ‘monk’, cernecd from the root ér'n- ‘black’ (cf. Russian end- 
stressed Cernd, Cernd, Cerny). Oxytonic stress was also common in nominal borrowings, e.g. 
kot ‘cat’, koté (Gen. Sg.) from Gmc. katts, korél’ ‘king’, korolid (Gen. Sg.) from Old High 
German Karl; in root verbs with a short root vowel, e.g. Russian nesti, nesé’, nesld, neslf, 
nestf ‘carry’; and in the present tense of the athematic verbs, e.g. Ukrainian 2 Sg. das, 1 PI. 
dam, 2 Pl. dasté of ddty ‘give’ (2.50). 

To take an example of a minimal accentual triad cited by Kurylowicz (1952:280) and 
Jakobson (1963:160-161), the Russian forms derived from EPSI. uarn- ‘black’ have three 
different accentual implementations: voréna (< udrna) ‘crow’ has the fixed stress (cf. Gen. 
Sg. vorény), Gen. Sg. vérona (< uarnd) of véron ‘raven’ has the mobile stress (cf. Z4voronok 
‘lark’); and the genitive singular of the nominal (short) adjective vorond (< udrnd) ‘black’ 
has the oxytonic stress (cf. the pronominal form vorondj). 


2.38. Strong and weak positions of short high vowels ( jers). In word-final position 
the short high vowels 7 and if (also referred to as the jers in anticipation of the name given to 
their reflexes & and s in Old Church Slavonic) were further reduced in length, giving rise to 
their ultrashort or weak variants, which tended toward elision. The occurrence of these vari- 
ants was regulated by an alternating pattern of weak and strong positions counting from the 
end of the phonological word. The jers were weak in word-final position, strong before a 
weak jer, and weak before a strong jer or any other vowel. This Slavic rhythmic law was for- 
mulated in 1889 by the Czech scholar A. Havlfk and is known by his name. It is reminiscent 
of the distribution of the French e muet in such sequences as Je i’ donne ‘1 am giving it’, Je 
le donne ‘1 am giving it to you’, Je n’ le donne pas ‘I am not giving it’, Je n’ te I’ donne pas 
‘I am not giving it to you’. Since the distribution of strong and weak jers was automatic, there 
is no need for special symbols to distinguish between them. When the difference has to be 
emphasized, strong i i (& b) will be shown in boldface: Nom. Sg. dini (denb) ‘day’, sini 
(sens) ‘sleep’; Instr. Sg. dinimt (dpnems), siiniimi (sbnems). This shortening process culmi- 
nated in the elimination of the weak jers, thus closing the era of open syllables and at the 
same time ending the Proto-Slavic period. 


143. Words characterized by mobile stress are considered “stressless” by Jakobson (1963:161). 

144, The morphological function of oxytonic stress is presented with pasticular insistence in the writings of Kuryto- 
wicz (1952:277, 1958 ,:43-44) who goes so far as to suggest that every Late Proto-Slavic oxytonic noun was a more or 
less transparent derivative (1952:358); cf. also Stankiewicz 1988:388. ° 
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2.39. Rise of the neoacute. The weakening of jers led to a shift of word stress from the 
weak jers to the preceding syllable. It is in the nature of things that the syllable which precedes 
a stressed syllable “rises” toward it. Therefore, the shift of stress to the pretonic syllable cre- 
ated a rising (acute) pitch. This new rising pitch was observed by many Slavists from the end 
of the nineteenth century,'*> but its first succinct interpretation was given by the Polish lin- 
guist Jan Rozwadowski (1915), who also christened it the neoacute and symbolized it with 
a superscript tilde (~). Like the old acute, which was associated with long vowels (2.29), the 
neoacute tended to be accompanied by vowel length, either preserved or, in some instances, 
newly created. In fact, vowel length concomitant with the neoacute may be found in all the 
Slavic languages that show reflexes of Proto-Slavic quantity distinctions. The neoacute be- 
came one of the favorite devices of Slavic word derivation, especially with the suffix -j-.!46 

With the appearance of the neoacute the old binary opposition of pitch (acute vs. non- 
acute) was disturbed because in the initial syllable of disyllabic words a ternary opposition 
became possible: the acute (pdrg- ‘doorsill’) and the neoacute (kdrl-i- ‘king’) contrasting 
with the circumflex (gard- ‘town’). The binary relationship was restored when the old acute 
ceased to function as a phonemically distinct entity (Kurytowicz 1952:259-260). Although 
this development affected all of Slavic, the varied modes of its implementation mark off four 
dialect areas (Jakobson 1963:164—173), suggesting a very late Proto-Slavic development. 

(a) In Serbian/Croatian and Slovenian the acute/circumflex opposition was reinterpreted 
as a distinction of quantity, with the acute yielding a short fall (S/Cr. ~, Sln. ~) and the cir- 
cumflex a long fall (*). The long neoacute remained as a long rise (“). In the Cakavian 
dialect of Croatia, the three nouns listed above appear as pradg krdlj grad and in Slovenian 
as prag krdlj grad. 

(b) In Czech and Upper Sorbian the acute fell together with the neoacute generating vowel 
length, which contrasted with vowel shortness under the circumflex: Czech prah krdl vs. 
hrad. 

(c) In Slovak, Polish, and Lower Sorbian, the acute fell together with the circumflex, 
yielding vowel shortness, which contrasted with vowel length generated by the neoacute: 
Slovak prah hrad vs. krdl. 

(d) In Bulgarian and East Slavic, where the original situation must have resembled that 
of Czech and Upper Sorbian, quantity distinctions were eventually lost. Instead, vowel length 
under the acute and neoacute, contrasting with the brevity under the circumflex, was reinter- 
preted in Bulgarian as an opposition between a stressed and an unstressed vowel and in the 
East Slavic polnoglasie sequences (2.35.c) as an opposition between a stressed and an un- 
stressed V, (2.37.b); e.g. Bulgarian prdg-zt krdlj-at vs. grad-6t,'*’ Russian pordég korél’ vs. 
gérod or prigorod ‘suburb’. 

In addition, in Russian the vowel d under the neoacute developed a prothetic back semi- 
vowel which, in the word-initial position, produced the sequence vo, e.g. vésem’ ‘eight’, 
votéina ‘patrimony’, véblyj ‘round’ and word-internally yielded a strongly labialized vowel 
marked in Russian dialectology with a circumflex (the kamora of old East Slavic texts), e.g. 
kéZa ‘leather’, stél ‘table’, ndsit ‘he carries’ (Leka of the Ryazan district), genitives plural 
ndg sév of nogd ‘leg’ sovd ‘owl’ (Nikol’sk of the Vologda district). 


145. A brief survey of these works may be found in Lehr-Splawifiski 1918. 
146, For a survey of the morphological functions of the neoacute, see Shevelov 1965:535-563. 
147, Bulgarian -2é/-at are postpositive definite articles. 











LANGUAGE - 99 


2.40. Rise of qualitative distinctions in the vowel system. As shown in the preceding 
section, the introduction of the neoacute resulted in the shortening of some Early Proto-Slavic 
long vowels: the acute long vowels in Serbian/Croatian and Slovenian, the circumflex long 
vowels in Czech, Upper Sorbian, East* Slavic, and Bulgarian, and both the acute and cir- 
cumflex long vowels in Slovak, Polish, and Lower Sorbian. This shortening led in turn to the 
phonemicization of previously nondistinctive differences in vowel quality which character- 
ized Early Proto-Slavic long and short vowels (Kurylowicz 1952:260-261, Jakobson 1963, 
Stankiewicz 1966). The new qualitative distinctions involved the following changes: 

(a) Early Proto-Slavic short vowels were more central (mid-high and mid-low) than their 
long counterparts. The shortening of some of the old long vowels rendered these differences 
in quality distinctive so that old short high vowels / and & yielded 5 and 2 (the so-called front 
and back jers),!48 and the old short low vowels é and d yielded e and o. In other words, the 
old long/short opposition of i/f [Ts], 7,/i [iis] and G/a [40] was now replaced by a new long/ 
short opposition (7/f, #/t, @/d), while the allophonic coloring of the old short vowels received 
a fully phonemic identity: 7 [Ts] > 5, i [iis] > 2, d [Ho] > o. 

(b) Of the Early Proto-Slavic long vowels, the back vowels 9 (< i#,), d,, and a remained 
as y, u, and a. The front vowels 7, and 7, fell together in 1, while @, and 2, merged in é (the 
so-called jat’ of Old Church Slavonic), a low front vowel. The testimony of many modern 
Slavic languages and of the oldest Old Church Slavonic texts suggests that the phonetic value 
of é was that of the fronted a [z]. Its position in the system, however, was unstable, and de- 
pending on other developments it was either pushed higher, as in East Slavic after the de- 
nasalization of nasal vowels, or back, as in Lechitic and Bulgarian after the phonemicization 
of consonant palatalizations (Stankiewicz 1973:183). Because of its dual origin (é < @, < @ 
and é < @, < di), é exhibits different morphophonemic properties: é < @, alternates with i 
<i, < &, while é < @, does not (2.25 and 2.26); also, é < é, and é < 2, have different im- 
pacts on preceding velars (2.22 and 2.31). Since these differences prove important in Proto- 
Slavic morphology, it is convenient to retain the distinction between @, and 2, as é, and é,. 

(c) The two nasal vowels were opposed to each other as front versus back. Since these 
features were sufficient to secure their distinctiveness, the nasal vowels displayed consider- 
able latitude in the selection of the nondistinctive features of vocalic height and quantity. The 
South Slavic standard languages agreed on the reflex of the front nasal as ¢ (< ¢), but dis- 
agreed on the back nasal: Serbian/Croatian y, Bulgarian %, OCS and Slovenian g, Mace- 
donian g.'@? The North Slavic languages favored a diagonal opposition between a low front 
nasal ¢ [z] (< ¢) and a high back nasal y. Thus, the traditional transcription of Late Proto- 
Slavic nasals as ¢ and g is an emblematic rather than a phonetic representation. The follow- 
ing are the reflexes of EPSI. ménsd ‘meat’ and rdnkd ‘hand’ in several Slavic languages: 


Oocs Boa. S/Cr. SLN. SLK. Cz. U So. Po. PLB. Ru. 


meso mes6 méso  ~“mesd miso * maso om jjaso =omieso =—s massi'5°— ss miso 
toka rmka nika r6ka ruka ruka ruka reka roki rmuké 


148. With strong and weak variants (2.38). 
149, These reflexes characterize the standard languages; the dialects display an even greater diversification. 
150. Pib. mgsi continues Proto-Slavic collective messje ‘meat’. 
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2.41. Rise of new quantity oppositions. The introduction of the neoacute and, dialec- 
tally, the loss of the intervocalic j led to a reshuffling of Late Proto-Slavic quantity opposi- 
tions. Some long vowels (going back to Early Proto-Slavic long vowels and monophthong- 
ized diphthongs) were shortened, while others were preserved. In addition, new lengths arose 
due to compensatory lengthening and vowel contraction. 

(a) The transfer of the implementation of the rising pitch from the old acute to the neo- 
acute retained the basic terms of Slavic pitch opposition (rising vs. nonrising).'>! Their dis- 
tribution, however, had changed. With the neoacute being the result of a right-to-left shift, 
the word-final syllable lost its potential to bear the rising intonation, that is, its “intonability,” 
as Kurylowicz (1952:259) puts it, leading to the shortening of long vowels in word-final po- 
sition. This development, affecting all of Slavic, is discernible in the languages that have or 
had ways of indicating phonemic length, such as Serbian/Croatian, Slovenian, Czech, Slo- 
vak, and Polish. Thus, PSI. séstra (Nom. Sg.), séstry (Gen. Sg.), séstr@ (Acc. Sg.) ‘sister’ 
yielded Cz. sestra, sestry, sestru, contrasting with ostrd (Nom. Sg. F.), ostry (Nom. Sg. M.), 
ostrté (Acc. Sg. F.) ‘sharp’, whose length is due to vowel contractions (2.41d). 

(b) In a development that was typologically linked with the rise of the neoacute, long 
vowels were preserved in pretonic syllables in disyllabic words: 


LPSI. CAKAVIAN STOKAVIAN CZECH OLD Potisx'>2 

trad ‘grass’ trava trava trava trawa (dialectal trdwa) 
moka ‘flour’ muka mika mouka maka (modem megka) 
barzdé ‘furrow’ brazda brazda brazda brézda (modern bruzda) 
suét’4 ‘candle’ sviéa svééa svice éwitca (dialectal fwica) 
trestf ‘to shake’ trésti trésti tfasti trzBsé (modern trzgf¢) 


(c) The reduction and loss of the weak jers led to compensatory lengthening of the short 
vowels in syllables immediately preceding the weak jers. Although this was a late change, 
whose extent differed from one dialect area to another, it clearly began in the Late Proto- 
Slavic period. Details of its realization, however, belong properly to the histories of the in- 
dividual languages. 

The clearest examples of compensatory lengthening are found in the central group of the 
North Slavic languages. Thus, in Upper Sorbian every e and o was lengthened before a weak 
jer. In Polish and Kashubian, the lengthening affected vowels before sonants and voiced con- 
sonants but not before voiceless consonants. Compensatory lengthening, though more lim- 
ited in scope, occurred in Czech, Slovenian, Serbian/Croatian, and, to an even lesser extent, 
in Slovak and Belarussian. '53 


151. In Kurylowicz’s formulation, “nothing changed in the system of intonations; what changed . .. were the repre- 
sentatives of the rising intonation” (1952:260). 

152. Stokavian and Czech vowel lengths are indicated by the acute stress mark; Czech ou arose from long di; the long 
ora) vowels of Old Polish were raised: d to d, 3 to u (spelled 6), @ to i and the long nasa! g (spelled 9) was raised to 9 
(spelled ¢). ; 

153. The lenghthening of o ¢ in closed syllables in Ukrainian has not found a generally accepted explanation 
(Shevelov 1965: 447). The vocalization of the jers in the strong position, a fact of the histories of individual Slavic tan- 
guages, may be considered a specia! case of compensatory lengthening. For a comprehensive view of compensatory 
lengthening in Slavic, see Timberlake 1983, and 1983,. 
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(d) Toward the end of Late Proto-Slavic there developed a tendency for eliding the in- 
tervocalic j and for contracting the two vowels in hiatus, resulting in the creation of new vo- 
calic lengths. The most important consequence of vowel contraction was the reintroduction 
of long vowels in word-final position. 

Vowel contractions were more pervasive in South and West Slavic than in East Slavic, 
with Czech/Slovak and Russian at the two poles of the opposing tendencies. The following 
examples show the extent and sources of the contracted d in several Slavic languages: 








LPSL. CZECH OLD POoLiIsH S/Cr. RUSSIAN 

aja nova nowa nova névaja *new' (Nom. Sg. F.) 
aje znd zna zna zna{ jjet ‘he knows’ 

oja pas pas pas pdjas ‘belt’ 

éia smati se Smiaeé si¢ sméjati se smejat’sja ‘to laugh’ 

ija pfitel (< 4) przyjaciel prijatelj prijatel’ ‘friend’ 


Vowel contractions, not unlike the neoacute, acquired a morphological function by mark- 
ing specific grammatical categories, such as the pronominal declension of the adjective, the 
present tense of the -a-j- class verbs, the instrumental singular of the -a- and -7- stem nouns. 


2.42. Tense jers. The sequences siV and 2iV fell together with the sequences ijV and yiV 
in what is known as tense jers (transcribed 6 4). In Old Church Slavonic, tense jers were writ- 
ten either as i and y or as & and 2. In other Slavic languages, tense jers behaved like regular 
jers, contracting to i and y in the strong position (6{2 > i, 3ib > y) and being lost in the weak 
position. Since Russian did not have contractions across j (2.41.d), its treatment of strong 
tense jers coincided with that of other jers. 





LPS-. ocs CZECH S/Cr. RUSSIAN 





prost-£-i-b prostyi/prostbi prosty prosti prostéj ‘plain’ 
pit-bi-e Pitie/pitbe pitf pice pit’é ‘drinking’ 


2.43. Phonemic status of i (j) and u (v). In Proto-Indo-European and Early Proto- 
Slavic, the semivowels { and # were pre- or postvocalic variants of the vowels / and u. When 
the monophthongization of diphthongs limited the semivowels to the prevocalic position, { 
and « began to acquire the consonantal status since they now occupied the position of con- 
sonants in the CV syllabic formula. Morphological patterning also pointed to the consonant- 
ization of j and u because such forms as moj-b, moj-a, moi-e ‘my’ or nou-b, noui-a, nou-o 
‘new’ did not differ in structure from nas-b, na§-a, na§-e ‘our’ or star-b, star-a, star-o ‘old’. 

The first indication of the changed status of was when it joined in with the regular labial 
consonants in the process of yodization-changes (2.23.c), producing such forms as OCS 
gotovijg (< gotou-j-¢g) ‘I prepare’ or Old ESI. lovija (<'lou-i-a) ‘hunting’. The new syllable- 
initial ul’ V had to conform with the Slavic tendency for rising syllabic sonority, enhancing 
thereby the consonantal status of j. Similarly, in South and West Slavic, in the syllable- 
initial uRV created through the resolution of liquid diphthongs (2.35.c), u must have acquired 
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the value of a consonant in order to fall in line with the regular CRV pattern of Slavic, e.g. 
PSI. udirnd ‘crow’ > S/Cr. vraéna, Cz. vrdéna, Po. wrona; PSI. udils- ‘hair’ > S/Cr. vids, Cz. 
vias, Po. wios. 

One may assume that in some areas, the reduction and loss of the weak jers was the ulti- 
mate cause of the change of the sonantic bilabial u into a consonantal labiodental. Thus, in 
the Bulgarian recension of Church Slavonic, the infinitives uspéti (< u-spéti) ‘to succeed’ 
and ubégnoti (< u-bégnoti) ‘to escape’ contrasted with vspéti (< vbz-péti) ‘to praise’ and 
vbégnoti (< vz-bégnoti) ‘to run in’. In other areas, however, u remained bilabial and in non- 
vocalic environments merged with the vowel u. Such was the case in the older periods of Ser- 
bian/Croatian, Slovenian, Czech, and Belorussian and is still the case in Upper and Lower 
Sorbian, Ukrainian, and southern Russian dialects. 

While we find strong evidence for the phonemic independence of # in Late Proto-Slavic, 
the phonemic status of j is in some doubt, even though it does pattern like a consonantal 
phoneme. In spite of this ambiguity, it is customary to treat both j and u as Late Proto-Slavic 
consonantal phonemes and to transcribe them as j and v. This practice will be adopted in the 
rest of this exposition. 


2.44. Phonemes of Late Proto-Slavic and their distribution. We may assume that 
around the time of its dissolution Late Proto-Slavic possessed seven short and seven long 
non-jer oral vowels, two short and two long nasal vowels, two jers, twenty-six consonants, 
and the glide j (2.43). Among the consonants, the hushing § Z é are classified as alveolar, con- 
trasting with the palatal s’ z’ and the dental c: 




















VOWELS 
Non-JER ORAL JERS NASAL 
FRONT Back FRONT Back FRONT Back 
UNROUNDED ROUNDED 
HIGH T ¥ i] 
Mip é é b b é $ 
Low é & 
CONSONANTS 
LABIAL DENTAL ALVEOLAR PALATAL VELAR 

Stop pb td vd’ kg 
SPIRANT v Sz $Z s’2’ x 
AFFRICATE C3 é 
NASAL m n n’ 
LiquiIDp rl rr 
GLIDE j 





Note: The consonants ¢’ and d’ developed differently in five dialect areas (2.36), 3 and z’ 
were dialect variants, and s’ occurred in East and South Slavic only (2.31). 

In accordance with the rules governing the structure of syllables (2.17), Proto-Slavic con- 
sonants were subject to a number of constraints. The distributional limitations of CV se- 
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quences allow us to distinguish four consonant classes: (1) labial and dental nonaffricate con- 
sonants, which occurred before all vowels; (2) velar consonants, which occurred before back 
vowels only; (3) dental affricate consonants, which occurred before the vowels u, a, 9, and 
all front vowels; and (4) palatal and alveolar consonants, which occurred before the vowels 
u, a, g, and the front vowels except &. For morphological statements it is convenient to op- 
pose classes | and 2 to classes 3 and 4. The former will be called hard, the latter soft. 

Aside from the results of the palatalizations of velars and yodization, CC clusters were 
limited to the sequences of (1) any stop + liquid; (2) dental or velar stop + v; (3) velar stop 
+ n; (4) dental spirant + stop, subject to the requirement of uniform voicing within clusters; 
(5) dental spirant + nasal, /, or v; and (6)x + liquid or v, yielding the following CC sequences: 








x N OCO Ra TD 





Notes: (a) The first palatalization of sk and zg produced the clusters §¢ and 23 (2.22). 

(b) By the second and progressive palatalizations, sk and zg yielded sc and z3 through- 
out Slavic, while ku and gu yielded cv and 3v in South Slavic and parts of East Slavic (2.31). 
In East Slavic, xu > s’v; cf. Old ESI. valsvi (Nom. PI.) of valxvz ‘soothsayer’. 

(c) The clusters ¢/ and di occurred in West Slavic only (2.33). 

(d) Yodized clusters (2.23) of the type [stop + R] or [stop + 7] yielded [stop + R’] and 
[stop + n’]. Yodized labials developed an epenthetic /: pi’ bi’ vi’ mi’. Yodized clusters be- 
ginning with a spirant gave the following sequences: 
sl > sl’ 


sn > $n’ su > Sv 


zn > in’ 


st > &’ 
zd > id’ 


sk > 
zg > 33 


(e) CCC clusters were limited to the sequences [spirant + stop + liquid] or [spirant + 
stop + v] with uniform voicing within clusters; yodized str zdr gave Str’ Zdr’. 


spr str tr’) stv skr skl skv 
zbr zdr (Zdr’) zdv ° agr zgl zgv 


2.45. Nouns versus verbs. Words that are morphemically unanalyzable are called sim- 
ple; those that are analyzable into two or more discrete morphemes, the etymological root 
accompanied by derivational or inflectional morphemes, are called complex. Except for some 
conjunctions and particles, Proto-Slavic words were complex. Of these, adverbs showed no 
inflectional morphemes, that is, they were uninflected, while other complex words were in- 
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flected. Inflected words belonged to two large classes which expressed different grammati- 
cal meanings or categories: nouns (or nominals), including substantives, pronouns, adjec- 
tives, and numerals; and verbs. Accordingly, Proto-Slavic distinguished between nominal and 
verbal inflections. 

Nouns and verbs consisted of stems and desinences. Desinences included an obligatory 
inflectional ending which marked such inflectional categories as case, number, gender, per- 
son, infinitive, and supine. Verbs and adjectives could also have a pre-final desinential suffix 
which marked the inflectional categories of aspect, tense, and mood (e.g. -éa-, the imperfect 
formant). Some inflectional categories were expressed with the help of an otherwise inde- 
pendent word (e.g. Acc. Sg. s¢ in the reflexive or an auxiliary verb in compound tenses or 
the conditional). 

Stems consisted of roots, either alone or accompanied by one or more affixes which, de- 
pending on whether they preceded or followed the root, are called prefixes or suffixes. Affixes 
showed varying blends of lexical and grammatical meaning. Some could be exclusively or pre- 
dominantly lexical, such as the negative prefix (e.g. OCS ne-piody ‘barren woman’, ne-vidimn 
‘invisible’), the prefixes in many inperfective verbs (e.g. OCS vz-kusati ‘taste’, pri-bégati ‘take 
refuge’), and diminutive or agentive suffixes (e.g. OCS dSt-ic-a ‘small board’, uci-telj-p 
‘teacher’). Others could be exclusively or predominantly grammatical, such as the suffixes 
switching one part of speech to another (e.g. the suffix -sn-, which formed adjectives from 
nouns). Proto-Slavic did not use infixation as a grammatical device. In a handful of forms, how- 
ever, it retained traces of the Proto-Indo-European present-tense infix -n-. Thus, the Old Church 
Slavonic verbs sésti sedetb ‘sit down’, leSti leZets ‘lie down’ show an alternation between the 
noninfixed infinitive stems s@d- /ég- and the infixed present-tense stems sé-n-d- lé-n-g-. 


2.46. Grammatical categories. Number and gender were the only grammatical cate- 
gories that were common to both nouns and verbs. Characteristically nominal was the gram- 
matical category of case, while gradation and specificity were typically adjectival. Other 
grammatical categories were verb-specific. 

All nouns were obligatorily marked for case. Late Proto-Indo-European had a seven-case 
system: nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, instrumental, locative, and ablative. The 
vocative was a case-like form of address used with personal substantives and having a dis- 
tinct form in the singular only. Balto-Slavic merged the genitive and ablative,'54 creating a 
new six-case system in which the genitive represented the two syncretized cases. Case syn- 
cretism was also important in the dual number, which distinguished only three cases: the 
nominative/accusative, genitive/locative, and dative/instrumental, and in the formation of 
Proto-Slavic subgenders. Dative and instrumental endings contained the phoneme m, an 
Indo-European dialect feature connecting Balto-Slavic and Germanic and opposing them to 
the other Indo-European languages where the reflexes of bh are found. 

Number characterized the nouns (including the participles and verbal substantives but ex- 
cluding the nongendered pronouns and cardinal numerals ‘five’ and higher) and the finite 
forms of the verb. Of the three Proto-Indo-European numbers—singular, dual, and plural— 
the dual has shown itself to be least stable. It was still a regular category in Old Church 
Slavonic, and its vestiges are found in all the Slavic languages, but as a grammatical cate- 
gory it has survived only in Slovenian and the two Sorbian languages. 


154, The ablative had a very limited currency in Proto-Indo-European, appearing as a distinct case in the singular of 
only one siem type. 
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Like most early Indo-European languages, Proto-Slavic distinguished three genders: 
masculine (M), feminine (F), and neuter (N). Showing morphological gender were the ad- 
jectives (including verbal adjectives, or participles), the gendered pronouns, the numerals 
from ‘one’ to ‘four’, and the compound verbal categories. Showing syntactic (or inherent) 
gender were the substantives. In addition, masculine substantives inflected according to the 
-6-/-j-6- inflectional pattern (2.47) developed a distinction between the personal and non- 
personal subgenders. The former was expressed by the syncretism of the accusative and gen- 
itive cases, the latter by an absence of such a syncretism. This distinction was later extended 
to oppose the animate and inanimate subgenders. 

Proto-Slavic qualitative adjectives continued the Proto-Indo-European distinctions of 
gradation with positive, comparative, and superlative degrees. In addition, Proto-Slavic non- 
possessive adjectives developed the distinction of specificity, whereby definite (also known 
as pronominal or compound) adjectives were opposed to indefinite adjectives. 

Among verbs, Proto-Indo-European distinguished two diatheses, the active (or nonmid- 
dle) and middle, the latter marked as a category that placed special emphasis on the gram- 
matical subject, leading to the neutralization of the opposition between the agent and the pa- 
tient (compare the English active Mother washed the baby or Mother opened the door with 
the middle Mother washed or The door opened). The active/middle opposition was expressed 
by special sets of inflectional endings. Proto-Slavic lost these formal distinctions but retained 
the semantic opposition between the active and the middle, expressing it with a newly de- 
veloped contrast between two genera, the nonreflexive and reflexive, the latter formally dis- 
tinguished by the particle s¢ (originally the accusative of the reflexive personal pronoun). 
The marked reflexive, like the middle, stressed the presence or absence of the grammatical 
subject.!55 Proto-Slavic added also a new voice opposition in which the active contrasted 
with the passive, the latter marked as the category specifying the patient of an action. The ac- 
tive/passive opposition was formally expressed only in the participle. Genus, by contrast, was 
an obligatory category of the verb (2.62). 

Of the four verbal moods reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European (indicative, subjunctive, 
optative, and imperative), Proto-Slavic retained the indicative and the optative, the latter rein- 
terpreted as the imperative. The subjunctive (or conjunctive), known from Vedic Sanskrit, 
Greek, Latin, and Celtic, expressed probability or expectation and was therefore frequently 
reinterpreted as the future tense. In Proto-Slavic it was replaced by the conditional, in which 
the resultative (or perfect) participle combined with a form of the auxiliary verb ‘to be’ to 
produce an analytical grammatical construction. The optative, which occurred in Sanskrit, 
Greek, Latin, and Germanic, expressed desire or potentiality. In Proto-Slavic it replaced the 
original Proto-Indo-European imperative. !5° 

The oldest system of Proto-Indo-European verbal tenses—present, aorist, and perfect— 
appears to have had less to do with temporal relations than with the manner of performance 
or other characteristics of an action. The present referred to an action that at the moment of 
speech was not completed. The aorist viewed'the action statically, as completed and there- 
fore past. The perfect dwelled on situational dynamics and stressed the result of an action by 
linking the past and the moment of speech. The future was originally expressed through the 
modalities of the subjunctive or optative. Specific future-tense formations seem to be Late 
Proto-Indo-European dialectal innovations. So were the imperfect, which emphasized non- 


155. Absence of grammatical subject characterized impersona! constructions. 
156. The Slavic verb ‘to be’ may be said to have optative forms in the conditional (2.51.6). 
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completion of a past action, and the pluperfect, which referred to an action that preceded the 

" narrated event. Proto-Slavic developed its own analytical perfect tenses, in which (like the 
conditional) the resultative participle of the verb was accompanied by an auxiliary form of 
the verb ‘to be’. The perfect tense used the present of the auxiliary, while the pluperfect used 
the imperfect or the imperfective aorist of the auxiliary. A Proto-Slavic innovation was the 
imperfective future expressed by the infinitive accompanied by present-tense forms of one 
of the auxiliary verbs: ‘to be’, ‘to have’, ‘to want’, or ‘to begin’. 

The contrast between completion and noncompletion of action, inherent in the preterit 
tenses of Proto-Indo-European, developed into a fully articulated grammatical opposition of 
two aspects: the perfective, specifying a completed action, and the unmarked imperfective. 
Some imperfective verbs (chiefly the verbs of motion) distinguished also between two sub- 
aspects, the nondetermined, indicating a discontinuous (iterative) action, and the unmarked 
determined (2.51). The development of aspectual distinctions led in turn to the rise of an 
intricate interplay between aspects and tenses. Since the perfective expressed a completed 
action, the perfective present tended to assume the function of the future, leaving the imper- 
fective present as the sole indicator of contemporaneity with the speech event.'5? Conse- 
quently, Proto-Slavic present-tense forms, referring either to the present or the future, may 
be viewed as nonpast and are often so termed. Among the preterit tenses, the imperfective 
aspect appears to have preempted the function of the imperfect, leading to its gradual disap- 
pearance or reinterpretation in individual Slavic languages. 

The three persons of the Proto-Indo-European verb remained in Proto-Slavic. Verbal 
forms inflected for person (tenses and moods) are called finite. 

Along with the finite verbal forms, Proto-Slavic had nonfinite forms. Of these, the in- 
finitive and the supine were frozen case forms of Proto-Indo-European deverbal nouns, the 
participles were verbal adjectives, and verbal substantives were derived from the forms con- 
taining the past passive participial suffixes. 


2.47. Nomina! stems. Suffixes that assigned a stem to a particular inflectional pattern 
are called thematic. Most thematic suffixes of Proto-Indo-European lost their identity in 
Proto-Slavic—for example, the thematic vowels of the Proto-Indo-European nominal in- 
flection, which in Proto-Slavic blended in with the inflectional endings. Their original 
morphemic independence is evident from such forms as OCS Inst. Sg. grad-omp ‘town’, syn- 
Bm ‘son’, pot-bmb ‘road’, whose endings were derived from the sequence of the Proto-Indo- 
European thematic vowels -d-, -ii-, -f- and the inflectional ending -mi. Proto-Indo-European 
nominal stems containing a thematic vowel are called vocalic (thematic); those without a the- 
matic vowel are called consonantal (athematic). This classification is retained here even 
though, from a strictly descriptive point of view, it is no longer applicable in Proto-Slavic. In 
addition, depending on the presence or absence of a noun-forming suffix (other than the the- 
matic vowel), Proto-Slavic nominal stems may be classified as suffixed and unsuffixed. Most 
of the unsuffixed stems were derived from verbs and for that reason are referred to by Vail- 
lant (1974) as “noms postverbaux.”!5® The unsuffixed stems that are not so derived may be 
called primary (or unmotivated). 


157. The development of this interrelationship between aspect and tense was a gradual process which affected indi- 
vidual languages in varying degrees. It was most complete in North Slavic, although even there we find early examples 
of perfective presents used to denote timeless states. This is sti!] so in South Slavic; cf. Bg. ddjdat ta sédnat ‘they come 
and sit down (habitually)’. 

158. Vaillant borrowed this term from the study of noun derivation in Latin by the French linguist Michel Bréal 
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Primary consonantal nominal stems were either lost in Proto-Slavic or transferred to a 
vocalic class, with or without a derivational suffix, e.g. dént-s ‘tooth’ (cf. Latin déns, dentis) 
was lost and replaced by g’dmbh-6-s ‘stake’ (cf. OCS zebx ‘tooth’), k’rd- ‘heart’ (cf. Latin 
cor, cordis) was replaced by k’ rd-tk-6-mi (cf. OCS sradace ‘heart’), (s)ndig"h-s ‘snow’ (cf. 
Latin nix, nivis) was replaced by (s)ndig”h-d-s (cf. OCS snége ‘snow’), miis-s ‘mouse’ (cf. 
Latin miis) was replaced by mitis-i-s (cf. OCS mySp ‘mouse’). 

Proto-Slavic vocalic stems included -i- (F and M), -ii- (M), -d- (M and N), and -d- (F and 
M) stems. Stems in which the thematic vowels -6- and -d- were preceded by the derivational 
suffix -j- are referred to as the -i-d- and -i-d- stems. As expected, back vowels after j were 
fronted (2.25). The -j-7- stems (F and M) were a subclass of the -j-d- stems, differing from 
them in the nominative singular only. Among the substantives all the vocalic stems were rep- 
resented, but only the -d-/-j-6-, -d-/-i-@-, and -i- (F) stems were fully productive. The indef- 
inite adjectives belonged to the -d-/-i-d- (M and N) and -a-/-j-d- (F) classes. The Late Proto- 
Slavic numerals jedin- ‘one’ (Sg. and PI. only) and dsv- ‘two’ (Du. only) belonged to the -d- 
and -d- classes, while tr-6- ‘three’ (PI. only), pet-s- ‘five’ (Sg. only), and higher belonged to 
the -i- class. 

Of the derived consonantal stems, Proto-Slavic retained stems in the suffixes -mdn-/-mén- 
(M), -ds-/-és- (N), -tér-/-tér-, and -i-/-iiu- (F), which showed nominative singular versus 
non-nominative singular ablaut variants, and stems in -(m)én-/-(m)én- (M and N) and -ént-/ 
-ént- (N), where the nominative singular length developed probably within Slavic (Meillet 
1934:426). In addition, endings of the consonantal type occurred with the plural (second) 
stems of the masculine personal substantives in -él-i-/-tél-, -dr-j-/-Gr-, (-j-Gn)-in-/(-j-dn)-, 
the numeral éetyr- ‘four’ (plural inflection only), and some forms of the numeral deset- ‘ten’, 
as well as with the nominative singular of all genders and the nominative plural masculine 
of the present active and past active participles (2.51.6). 

In the following survey Proto-Slavic nominal stems are arranged by their Proto-Indo- 
European stem types within which the most important derivational types are listed and ex- 
emplified. The suffixes of the vocalic stems are listed in their Late Proto-Slavic form and are 
arranged alphabetically by their (final) consonant, not counting the yod, which is transcribed 
as j. Included in the survey are some single-consonant Proto-Indo-European suffixes which 
in Slavic blended in with the root and thereby lost their morphemic status. Thus, the suffixes 
-t- of the -7- stems (e.g. astb ‘honor’ < kit-i-1-s) or -m- of the -d- stems (e.g. dymb ‘smoke’ 
< dhii-m-d-s) were no longer perceivable as such in Late Proto-Slavic. Unless otherwise in- 
dicated, examples are given in their Late Proto-Slavic form. 


2.47.1. Consonantal stems were heteroclite, that is, their paradigms used two stems 
(separated in the lists below with a slash). Stems in -tél-i-/-tél-, -@r-j-/-ar-, and (-j-Gin-)in-/ 
(-j-dn-) formed masculine personal substantives in which the vocalic singular stem with the 
suffixes -{- or -in- was opposed to the consonantal plural stem without those suffixes. Other 
consonantal stems opposed the nominative singular stem (also accusative singular in neuter 
substantives) to the stem of the rest of the paradigm. 

Consonantal stems may be divided into productive stems in -ént-/-ént-, -ii-/-ttu-, 
-tél-j-/-tél-, -dr-j-/-Gr-, and (-{-Gn)-in-/(-i-dn)- and unproductive ones in -én-/-én-, 


(1832-1915) and applied it to the Slavic masculine -d- stems and feminine -d- stems. For a description of Proto-Slavic 
nominal derivation, briefer than Vaillant’s comprehensive treatment, see the opening sections of the first three volumes 
of Stawski 1974-. 
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-mon-/-mén-, -mén-/-mén-, -6s-/-&s-, and -tér-/-tér-. They will be listed in that order in bold 
print, with the Early Proto-Slavic form of the suffix followed by its Late Proto-Slavic form 
in parentheses. 

-ént-/-Ent- (-¢/-et-) formed neuter substantives denoting younglings: 

(jJagne, -ete ‘lamb’ (cf. Lat. dgnus ‘lamb’) 

kozble, -ete ‘kid’ (cf. OCS kozbis ‘goat’) 

otroée, -¢te ‘small child’ (cf. OCS otroks ‘child’) 

porse, -¢te ‘pigiet’ (cf. Lith. pafSas ‘piglet’) 

tele, -gte ‘calf’ (cf. Latvian rel§ ‘calf*) 


-ti-/-tiu- (-y/-ev-) was found with several feminine substantives inherited from Proto- 
Indo-European: 


bry, -3ve ‘brow’ (cf. Lith. bruvis ‘brow’) 

kry, -bve ‘blood’ (cf. Lith. kraiijas ‘blood’) 

luby, -bve ‘love’ (cf. Goth. liufs ‘dear’) 

neplody, -bve ‘barren woman’ (cf. OCS pilods ‘fruit’) 

svekry, -bve ‘mother-in-law’ (cf. Lat. socriis ‘mother-in-law’) 


The suffix -i-/-iiu- also occurred with a number of Late Proto-Slavic borrowings from 
Germanic: 


bordy, -bve ‘battle axe’ (cf. OHG barta ‘battle axe’ << PGmc. bardd) 
buky, -bve ‘letter’ (cf. Goth. bdka ‘letter’ < PGmc. bdkd) 

cy’ ky, -bve ‘church’ (cf. OHG chirihha ‘church’ < PGmc. kirikd) 
koty, -Bve ‘anchor’ (cf. Low German kart ‘small anchor’) 

smoky, -bve ‘fig tree’ (cf. Goth. smakka ‘fig’) 


-tél-i-/-tél- (-tel’-/-tel-) was one of the most productive suffixes forming deverbal agent- 
ive masculine substantives: 


délatel’ n/délatele ‘maker’ (cf. OCS délati ‘to make’) 

pravitel’ E/pravitele ‘ruler’ (cf. OCS praviti ‘to rule’) 

prijatel' piprijatele ‘friend’ (cf. OCS prijati ‘to be loving’) 
Sb-zbdatel’ b/sb-zEdatele ‘creator’ (cf. OCS s-zbdati ‘to create’) 
Zitel’ Bfzitele ‘inhabitant’ (cf. OCS Ziti ‘to live’) 


-Gr-i-/-Gr- (-ar’-/-ar-) formed masculine substantives denoting occupations or professions: 


grneéar'bierncare ‘potter’ (cf. Ru. gornéc < grnbcb ‘pot’) 
kl’ uéar' B{kl’ uéare ‘keeper of the keys’ (cf. OCS ki’ uc ‘key’) 
rybar’ pfrybare ‘fisherman’ (cf. OCS ryba ‘fish’) 

voldar’ b/voldare ‘master’ (cf. OCS viadg < voldg ‘I rule’) 
vortar' b/vortare ‘gate-keeper’ (cf. OCS vrata < vorta ‘gate’) 


In addition to native Slavic formations, -ar’-/-ar- was common among lexical loans 
from Germanic, which suggests that the suffix itself may have been borrowed from Ger- 
manic: 

bukar’ p/bukare ‘bookman’ (cf. buky ‘letter’, Goth. békareis ‘bookman’) 

césar'b/césare ‘emperor’ (cf. Goth. kaisar ‘emperor’) 

lékar’ pflékare ‘physician’ (cf. Goth. lékeis ‘physician’) 

mytar’b/mytare ‘publican’ (cf. OCS myro ‘tax’, Goth. mdtareis ‘ publican’) 

vinar’ b/vinare ‘vintner’ (cf. Goth. wein ‘wine’) 


| 
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-j-ain-in-l-j-an- (-i-an-in-/-i-an- or -én-in-/-€n-) formed masculine substantives desig- 
nating inhabitants of particular localities. Its singular variant included the singulative suffix 
-in- which goes back to PIE -in- or -éin-: 


gord’ anins/gord’ ane ‘town dweller’ (cf. OCS gradt < gords ‘town’) 
dvor' anint/dvor' ane ‘courtier’ (cf. OCS dvors ‘court’) 

mést’ aninb/mést' ane ‘local dweller’ (cf. OCS mésto ‘place’) 

Riml' anint/Riml’ ane ‘Roman’ (cf. OCS Rims ‘Rome’) 
Stovénina/Slovéne ‘Slav’ (derived from siov- of uncertain meaning) 


Stems in the singulative suffix -in- could also be paired with stems of collective sub- 
stantives which were then reinterpreted as plurals: 


bol’ arina{bol’ are ‘boyar’ (cf. Turkic bajar ‘lord’) 
gospodint/gospoda ‘lord’ (cf. OCS gospods ‘lord’) 
lV udint/l’ udpje ‘commoner’ (cf. OCS I ud> ‘people’) 
Obrins/Obre ‘ Avar’ (cf. Cz. Obr ‘ Avar'’) 
poganins/pogane ‘pagan’ (cf. OCS pogant ‘pagan’) 


-én-/-én- (-¢/-en-) and -mén-/-mén- (-my'5°/-men-) occurred in a small number of mas- 
culine substantives that tended to migrate to the -j-d- or -7- stem masculines: 


grebe, -ene (also grebenb) ‘comb’ (cf. OCS grebg ‘I dig’) 

jele, -ene (also jelens) ‘deer’ (cf. Lith. é/nis ‘deer’) 

kore, -ene (also korens) ‘root’ (cf. Cz. ke? < kbr-j- ‘bush’) 

pr'ste, -ene (also py'stenb) ‘ring’ (cf. OCS prbsth < pr'sts ‘finger’) 
Stepe, -ene (also stepens) ‘step’ (cf. Ru. stopd ‘foot’) 


jecbmy, -ene (also jeébmens) ‘barley’ 
kamy, -ene (also kKamens) ‘stone’ 
kremy, -ene (also kremens) ‘flint’ 
polmy, -ene (also polmens) ‘flame’ 
remy, -ene (also remenb) ‘strap’ 


-mén-/-mén- (-me/-men-) formed neuter substantives: 


berme, -ene ‘burden’ (< bér-mén-, cf. OCS berg ‘I take’) 
ime, -ene ‘name’ (< f-mén-, cf. Lat. ndmen ‘name’) 

pleme, -ene ‘tribe’ (< pléd-mén-, cf. OCS plod ‘fruit’) 
séme,-ene ‘seed’ (< sé-mén-, cf. Lat. sémen ‘seed') 

zname, -ene ‘sign’ (< g’nd-mén-, cf. Lat. co-gndmen ‘name’) 


-6s-/-és- (-o/-es-) occurred with a few neuter substantives: 


éudo, -ese ‘marvel’ (cf. Gk. kydos ‘glory’) 
dervo, -ese ‘tree’ (cf. Lith. dervd ‘pine tree’) 
kolo, -ese ‘wheel’ (cf. Gk. pdlos ‘pivot’) 
nebo, -ese ‘sky’ (cf. Gk. néphos ‘cloud’) 
slovo, -ese ‘word’ (cf. Skt. Sravas ‘fame’) 


-tér-/-tér- (-ti!©/-ter-) survived in only two feminine substantives: 


dzt’i, -ere ‘daughter’ (cf. Lith. dukté, -ers ‘daughter’) 
mati, -ere ‘mother’ (cf. Lat. mdter ‘mother’) 


159. For the development of -my < -mdn-s, see 2.48.1 note 3a. 
160. The Nom. Sg. -iér- was replaced by LPS]. -si- by analogy with the -j-I- stems. 





110 - LANGUAGE 


2.47.2. The vocalic -#- stems included a small number of primary masculine substantives: 


doms ‘house’ (cf. Lat. domus ‘house’) 
med ‘honey’ (cf. Lith. medas ‘honey’) 
syns ‘son’ (cf. Lith. siints ‘son’) 

vols ‘ox’ (cf. Ru. valjdt’ ‘to castrate’) 
vy’xB ‘top’ (cf. Lith. virSas ‘top’) 


Proto-Indo-European -i- stem adjectives were extended in Slavic by the suffix -2k- and 
assigned to the -d-/-d stems: 

bliz-nk- ‘near’ (cf. Lat. fligere ‘strike’) 

lpg-ak- ‘light’ (cf. Ru. nel’ zjd ‘it is not permitted") 

mek-bk- ‘soft’ (cf. OCS moka ‘flour’) 

niz-Bk- ‘low’ (cf. Mod. Ru. v nizi ‘below’) 

sold-nk- ‘sweet’ (cf. Lith. saldas ‘sweet’) 


2.47.3. The vocalic -i- stems were found typically among the feminine substantives, but 
they also included a few adjectives and masculine substantives. Although only the feminine 
substantives were productive, the -i- stem declension accommodated both feminine and mas- 
culine borrowings into Late Proto-Slavic; e.g. OCS feminine Elisavets ‘Elisabeth’ (from 
Greek Elisdbet) and masculine korabb ‘boat’ (from Greek kardbion), It also became the fa- 
vorite receptacle for the ambulant consonantal stems of all genders (2.47.1). 

Unsuffixed -3- stems included feminine, mostly abstract nouns derived from verbs, ad- 
jectives, and participles: 

bolb ‘pain’ (cf. OCS boléti ‘be painful’) 

rétp ‘word’ (cf. OCS reko ‘I say’) 

rézb ‘sharp pain’ (cf. OCS rézati ‘to cut’) 


sbn-édb ‘food’ (cf. OCS sznésti ‘to eat’) 
vezb ‘link’ (cf. OCS vezati ‘to tie’) 


bélp ‘whiteness’ (cf. OCS bél- ‘white’) 
gluss ‘backwoods’ (cf. OCS g/ux- ‘deaf’) 
gnilp ‘rot’ (cf. Ru. gni-i- ‘rotten’) 

nove ‘virgin land’ (cf. OCS nov- ‘new’) 
Studens ‘cold’ (cf. OCS stud-en- ‘cold’) 


Some primary feminine and masculine substantives also belonged to this class. Among 
the feminines were: 


dvprb ‘door’ (cf. Lat. foris ‘door’) 

kostb ‘bone’ (cf. Lat. costa ‘rib’) 

myS5 ‘mouse’ (cf. Lat. mis ‘mouse’) 

osb ‘axis’ (cf. Lith. aSis ‘axis’) 

solp ‘salt’ (cf. Lat. sail, salis ‘salt’) 

Primary masculine substantives were mostly animate. Being unproductive, they tended 
to follow the declensional pattern of the productive -i-d- stems: 

golobp ‘pigeon’ (cf. Ru. golubdj ‘blue’) 

gost ‘merchant’ (cf. Lat. hostis ‘stranger, enemy’, Eng. guest) 

tbsth ‘father-in-law’ (cf. Gk. tétta ‘daddy’) 

zetb ‘bridegroom’ (cf. Lith. Zéntas ‘son-in-law’) 

zvérb ‘wild beast’ (cf. Lith. Zvéris ‘beast') 
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-él-b, -SN-b, -Zn-b formed a limited number of deverbal feminine substantives: 


gybéls ‘destruction’ (cf. OCS gybneti ‘to perish’) 
kopéls ‘bath’ (cf. Ru. kupdt’ ‘to bathe’), 

obitéls ‘hermitage’ (cf. OCS obitati ‘to dwell’) 
pecals ‘sorrow’ (cf. Ru. peki ‘I bake’) 

svirélp ‘pipe’ (cf. OCS svirati ‘to pipe’) 


basnb ‘tale’ (cf. Ru. bdjat’ ‘to speak’) 
pésnp ‘song’ (cf. OCS péti ‘to sing’) 
vasnb ‘quarrel’ (cf. OCS vaditi ‘to spread dissension’) 


bojazns ‘fear’ (cf. OCS bojati se ‘to fear’) 
boléznp ‘pain’ (cf. OCS boléti ‘to be unwell’) 
keznp ‘cunning’ (cf. OCS kovati ‘to forge’) 
prijazns ‘friendship’ (cf. OCS prijati ‘to favor’) 
Ziznb ‘life’ (cf. OCS Ziti ‘to live’) 


-f- occurred with concrete feminine substantives; it was an Indo-European suffix, not per- 
ceived as an independent morpheme in Slavic: 


épstb ‘honor’ (cf. OCS sre ‘I count’) 

mastb ‘ointment’ (cf. OCS mazati ‘to spread’) 

mot'b ‘power’ (< EPSI. mdg-t-i, cf. OCS moge ‘I can’) 
sb-my'tb ‘death’ (cf. OCS marg ‘I die’) 

véstb ‘news’ (cf. OCS védéti ‘to know’) 


-ost-b was and has remained productive in the formation of deadjectival abstract femi- 
nine substantives: 


jarosts ‘anger’ (cf. OCS jar- ‘strong’) 
modrostb ‘wisdom’ (cf. OCS medr- ‘wise’) 
Starostb ‘old age’ (cf. OCS star- ‘old’) 
Sytosts ‘satiety’ (cf. OCS syt- ‘satiated’) 
junosts ‘youth’ (cf. OCS jun- ‘young’) 


-eZ-6 formed masculine abstract deverbal substantives which tended to switch their gen- 
der to feminine: 


grabezb ‘robbery’ (cf. OCS grabiti ‘to rob’) 
kradezp ‘theft’ (cf. OCS krado ‘I steal’) 
Uubezp ‘love’ (cf. OCS I ubiti ‘to love’) 
metezb ‘mutiny’ (cf. OCS mete ‘I confuse’) 
platez» ‘payment’ (cf. OCS platiti ‘to pay’) 


Uninflected -¥- stems survived in three Old Church Slavonic adjectives. The general ten- 
dency, however, was to transfer them to the -d-/-a- stems through suffixation: 


svobods and svobod-sn- ‘free’ 
tajb and taj-bn- ‘secret’ 
udobp and udob-bn- ‘easy’ 


gor-b-k- ‘bitter’ (cf. OCS goréti ‘to burn’) 

tez--k- ‘heavy’ (cf. Ru. tjazélyj ‘heavy’) 

glob-ok- ‘deep’ (cf. Ru. glub’ ‘depth’) a 
Sir-ok- ‘wide’ (cf. Ru. Sir’ ‘width’) 

vys-ok- ‘tall’ (cf. Ru. vys’ ‘height’) 
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2.47.4. The most common and most productive class of Slavic vocalic nouns were the 
-6-/-G- stems (here treated jointly). The -d- stems included masculine and neuter nouns, while 
the -d- stems were typically feminine but also included a small group of masculine personal 
substantives. Except for the latter group, the gender of a substantive may be inferred from 
the endings of the nominative singular, and these are therefore included in the lists of sub- 
stantives: -2/-5 for masculine, -o/-e for neuter, and -a for feminine (but the adjectives are 
listed by the stem). Most of the -d-/-d- stems contained a pre-thematic suffix. Of these, the 
most common suffixes are listed below and are grouped by their last consonant in its Balto- 
Slavic shape. A few examples of the unsuffixed -d-/-@ stems are given first. The suffixed 
stems containing the derivational suffix -i- are known as the -i-d-/-i-@- stems (-j-i- stems are 
a subclass of the -j-- stems). 

(a) Unsuffixed -0-/-@- stems were typically substantival. The masculine -d- stems were 
frequently formed from prefixed verbs, e.g. do-bors ‘addition’, jbz-borb ‘choice’, orz-bors 
‘analysis’, pri-bor ‘implement’, sb-bors ‘gathering’, za-bors ‘seizure’ (cf. do-bprati ‘to 
add’, etc.), and were frequently marked by the o-grade of the root vowel (0 < 6, a < @, 
é, < di, u, < du, g@ < GN), alternating with the e-grade or zero grade of the base verb: 

grobp ‘grave’ (cf. OCS grebo ‘I dig’) 

mors ‘pestilence’ (cf. OCS mréti < merti ‘to die’) 

rokp ‘fixed time’ (cf. OCS rekg ‘1 say’) 

svéte ‘light’ (cf. OCS svbréti ‘to shine’) 

tokp ‘current’ (cf. OCS tekg ‘I flow’) 


Unsuffixed -d- stems included a number of feminine substantives and several masculine 
personal substantives: 


doba ‘time’ (cf. OCS dobr- ‘good’) 

kora ‘bark’ (cf. Lith. kérti ‘to peel’) 

ména ‘change’ (cf. Lith. mainas ‘change’) 

soxa ‘forked bough, primitive plough’ (cf. Lith. Saka ‘branch’) 
vedova ‘widow’ (cf. Skt. vidhdva ‘widow') 


sluga ‘servant’ (cf. Lith. dial. slaugd ‘service’) 
voje-voda ‘military leader’ (cf. OCS vedg ‘I lead’) 


(b) Suffixes containing 5 were limited to two feminine formations. 
-bb-a formed denominal and deverbal abstract substantives: 


borbba ‘fight’ (cf. OCS brati < borti ‘to fight’) 
druzpba ‘company’ (cf. OCS drugs ‘companion’) 
rézbba ‘incision’ (cf. OCS rézati ‘to cut’) 

sludpba ‘service’ (cf. OCS sluga ‘servant’) 

tatbba ‘theft’ (cf. OCS tats ‘thief’) 


-ob-a formed denominal abstract substantives: 


gtroba ‘innards’ (cf. OCS gtré ‘inside’) 
xudoba ‘poverty’ (cf. OCS xud- ‘poor’) 
xvoroba ‘sickness’ (cf. Ru. xvdr- ‘sick’) 
zbloba ‘evil’ (cf. OCS zzi- ‘bad’) 
Zaloba ‘plaint’ (cf. Ru. Zal’ ‘pity’) 
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(c) Suffixes containing d were limited to the suffix -ed-a, which formed a few abstract 
denominal substantives: 


kriveda ‘injustice’ (cf. Ru. kriv- ‘crooked’) 
praveda ‘truth’ (cf. OCS prav- ‘right’) 

storipda ‘watch’ (cf. OCS stragp < storZb ‘guard’) 
vorEda ‘enmity’ (cf. OCS vrags < vorgs ‘enemy') 


(d) Suffixes containing g were rare. Their chief representative among the -6-/-d- stems 
was -¢3-b (from -ing by the progressive palatalization), which occurred in several borrow- 
ings from Germanic. '®! 


kolde 3b ‘well’ (cf. Gmc. *kaldingaz ‘well’) 
kane 3b ‘prince’ (cf. OHG kuning ‘prince’) 
péneg 3b ‘coin’ (cf. OHG pfenning ‘coin’) 
rete3b ‘chain’ (cf. Gmc. *rekingaz ‘chain’) 
vitezb ‘hero’ (cf. ON vikingr ‘Viking’)!*? 


(e) Suffixes containing -i- followed either a consonant or a jer. In the former case the 
sequence Cj produced reflexes in accordance with the rules of yodization (2.23); in the 
latter case the jer became tense and showed the appropriate alternations (-£/- with -if-, 
2.42). 

-i- was a productive suffix forming desubstantival possessive adjectives: 


jelen’ - ‘deer-’ (cf. OCS elens ‘deer’) 

kanez- ‘princely’ (cf. OCS kane3 < OHG kuning’ prince’) 
ospl'- ‘donkey-' (cf. OCS ossls ‘donkey’) 

otbé- ‘patemal’ (cf. OCS ofc < PIE dttk- ‘father’) 
velpbod'- ‘camel-’ (cf. OCS velpbgdz ‘camel’) 


-i-a formed denominal feminine substantives: 


dua ‘soul’ (cf. OCS duxp ‘spirit’) 

koa ‘goatskin’ (cf. OCS koza ‘goat’) 

susa ‘dryness’ (cf. OCS sux- ‘dry’) 

svét'a ‘light(er), candle’ (cf. OCS svérs ‘light’) 
vecer’a ‘evening meal’ (cf. OCS veéers ‘evening’) 


and deverbal feminine substantives: 


grobl'a ‘dike’ (cf. OCS grebg ‘1 dig’) 
InZa ‘lie’ (cf. OCS lagati ‘to lie’) 

ngd'a ‘need’ (cf. OCS nediti ‘to compel’) 
sad'a ‘soot’ (cf. OCS saditi ‘to set’) 
zor’a ‘dawn’ (cf. OCS zaréti ‘to see’) 


It occurred also in several masculine personal compounds: 


dr’ vo-dél'a ‘carpenter’ (cf. OCS délati ‘to do’) 
prédz-teéa ‘precursor’ (cf. OCS tekg ‘I flow’) 
velp-moza ‘potentate’ (cf. OCS mogg ‘I can’) 


161. Among the -I- stems the suffix -e2-5 was derived from -ég-f- (2.47.3). 
162. Iris assumed that in both rete 3s and vitgzb Slavic ¢ < c by dissimilation (Vaillant 1974:503). 
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-i-e formed neuter substantives: 


gor’e ‘sorrow’ (cf. OCS goréti ‘to bum’) 

lote ‘bed’ (cf. OCS let'i < PIE 1&g-1& ‘to lie down’) 
mor’ e ‘lake, sea’ (cf. OCS mornsk- ‘maritime’) 
pol'e ‘field’ (cf. OCS polssk- ‘field-') 

vét'e ‘council’ (cf. OCS vérs ‘resolution’) 


-i-t formed masculine substantives. In deverbal formations the root vowel was often in 


o-grade; in other derivatives the underlying form is frequently difficult to establish on solely 
Slavic grounds: 


nod ‘knife’ (cf. OCS venszneti ‘to pierce’) 

place ‘crying’ (cf. OCS plakati ‘to cry’) 

storzp ‘guard’ (cf. OCS strége < sterge ‘I guard’) 
vod’ b ‘leader’ (cf. OCS vedg ‘I lead’) 

vapl's ‘scream’ (cf. OCS vzpiti ‘to scream’) 

dzd’s ‘rain’ (< PIE diis-djiis ‘bad day’) 

kl’ uép ‘key’ (cf. Ru. ki’ ukdé Shook’) 

korl’s ‘king’ (< Karl, Frankish name of Charlemagne) 
kon’ ‘horse’ (< kdb-n-j-, cf. OCS kobyla ‘mare’) 
mee ‘sword’ (< Gmc. *mékeis ‘sword’) 


-bi-a was productive in desubstantival collectives: 
bratrBja ‘brotherhood’ (cf. OCS bratrs ‘brother’) 


kne2hja ‘princes’ (cf. OCS kane3p ‘prince’) 
svathja ‘matchmakers’ (cf. svats ‘matchmaker’) 


-bi-e was a productive suffix in verbal substantives (2.60): 


byhje ‘being’ (cf. OCS byti ‘to be’) 

dvizen£,je ‘movement’ (cf. OCS dvigneti ‘to move’) 
pithje ‘drinking’ (cf. OCS piti ‘to drink’) 

znanbje ‘knowledge’ (cf. OCS znati ‘to know’) 
Zelan£je ‘desire’ (cf. OCS Zelati ‘to wish’) 


It also formed neuter substantives from prepositional phrases (especially those denoting 


land features): 


bezdznbje ‘abyss’ (cf. bez dna ‘without bottom’) 
podobb je ‘similarity’ (cf. po dobé ‘according to nature’) 
podsgor£ je ‘foothills’ (cf. pods gore ‘by the hill’) 

primor6je ‘littoral’ (cf. pri mor'i ‘by the sea’) 

zaréc$je ‘land across the river’ (cf. za rékg ‘across the river’) 


It was also common in denominal collectives and deadjectival abstracts: ” 


list£je ‘foliage’ (cf. OCS lists ‘leaf’) 

perbje ‘feathers’ (cf. Ru. peré ‘feather’) 
sinbje ‘dreams’ (cf. OCS sanz ‘dream’) 
truphje ‘corpses’ (cf. OCS trups ‘dead body’) 
ust£je ‘delta’ (cf. OCS usta ‘mouth’) 


: 

‘ 
bélf je ‘white objects’ (cf. OCS bél- ‘white’) . 
ssdorvije ‘health’ (cf. OCS szdrav- < szdorv- ‘healthy’) : 
velicBje ‘grandeur’ (cf. OCS velik- ‘big’) | 
vesel£je ‘joy’ (cf. OCS vesel- ‘gay’) | 
zelhje ‘vegetables’ (cf. OCS zelen- ‘green’) 
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-bi-i (a subclass of -8i-a) was a suffix of several masculine personal and feminine sub- 
stantives: 


baléji ‘medicine man’ (cf. OCS balsstvo.‘medicine’) 

sedbji ‘judge’ (cf. OCS sedz ‘judgment’) 

vé®ji ‘speaker’ (cf. OCS vétz ‘resolution’) 

mint ji ‘lightning’ (< mijni ‘lightning’) 

korbiji ‘basket’ (cf. Ru. kérob < korbs ‘basket") 

oldéji ‘boat’ (< didi, cf. Cz. lod’ ‘boat’) 

oln£ji ‘doe’ (< dint, cf. OCS elens ‘deer’) 

svin8ji ‘pig’ (cf. OCS svin- ‘swinish’) 

-6i-» was used to form a limited number of masculine substantives: 
in8 jp ‘frost’ (cf. Lith. gnis) 

rebrjp ‘ladder’ (cf. OCS rebro ‘rib’) 

solvé jp ‘nightingale’ (< solv- ‘grayish’, cf. Po. slowik ‘nightingale’) 
vorbi jb ‘sparrow’ (cf. Big. vrabec < vorbbce ‘sparrow’) 

zmijp ‘dragon’ (< zm-/zem- ‘earth’, cf. OCS zembn- ‘earth-’) 


(f) Suffixes containing & included its palatalized reflexes, c and ¢. 

-ic-a was a productive suffix forming denominal feminine substantives. Its variant was 
the suffix -snic-a, which was abstracted from derivatives based on the adjectives in -an-. The 
substantives in which -ic-a functioned as a suffix designating female beings were frequently 
paired with corresponding masculine substantives. In such derivatives the suffix -ic-a ex- 
tended masculine stems or replaced suffixes designating male beings: 


lnvica ‘lioness’ (cf. OCS isvz ‘lion’) 

prorodica ‘prophetess’ (cf. OCS proroks ‘prophet’) 

voldyéica ‘lady’ (cf. OCS vladyka < voldyka ‘master’) 

vf’ éica ‘she-wolf’ (cf. OCS vinkn < v{'kp ‘wolf") 

vortarica ‘female doorkeeper’ (cf. OCS vratar's < vortar’s ‘doorkeeper’) 


ey’ nica ‘nun’ (cf. OCS éranbcb < ey’ nbcb ‘monk’) 
starica ‘old woman’ (cf. OCS starscb ‘old man’) 
samica ‘female’ (cf. Ru. saméc < sambcb ‘male’) 
telica ‘female calf’ (cf. OCS telzcp ‘calf’) 

junica ‘young cow’ (cf. OCS junsce ‘young bull’) 
bledsbnica ‘fornicatrix’ (cf. OCS bigdsniks *fomicator’) 
gréSpnica ‘female sinner’ (cf. OCS gréSeniks ‘sinner’) 
moéenica ‘female martyr’ (cf. OCS modéeniks ‘martyr’) 
potbnica ‘female traveler’ (cf. OCS perbniks ‘traveler’) 
uéenica ‘female disciple’ (cf. OCS udéeniky ‘disciple’) 


-ic-a also designated female beings in unpaired substantives derived from underlying 
feminine nouns, frequently endowing them with an expressive value: 


babica ‘grandmother’ (cf. Ru. béba ‘old woman’) 
dévica ‘girl, virgin’ (cf. OCS déva ‘girl, virgin’) 

korvica ‘cow’ (cf. Ru, koréva < korva ‘cow’) 

rybica ‘fish’ (cf. OCS ryba ‘fish’) 

vedovica ‘widow’ (cf. OCS vedova ‘widow’) 7 
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Inanimate substantives in -ic-a were derived from nouns, adjectives, and numerals: 


léstvica ‘ladder’ (derived from /ésty, -zve ‘step’) 
edica ‘fishing hook’ (cf. Ru. udd ‘fishing rod’) 
ppsenica ‘wheat’ (cf. Ru. pSend ‘millet’) 
rekavica ‘glove’ (cf. Ru. rukdv ‘sleeve’) 

stolica ‘capital’ (cf. OCS stolz ‘seat’) 


desnica ‘right hand’ (cf. OCS desn- ‘right’) 
gorbnica ‘room’ (cf. Ru. gorn- ‘upper’) 
gostinica ‘inn’ (cf. Ru. gostin- ‘guest-’) 
tembnica ‘prison’ (cf. OCS tambn- ‘dark’) 
Zitenica ‘granary’ (cf. OCS Zitan- ‘com-) 


dbvojica ‘twosome’ (cf. OCS davoj- ‘two-’) 
edinica ‘one’ (cf. OCS edin- ‘one’) 
petbnica ‘Friday’ (cf. OCS pets ‘five’) 
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Animate denominal derivatives in -tc-b were frequently expressive: 


jagnbce ‘lamb’ (cf. OCS jagne ‘lamb’) 
bratrace ‘nephew’ (cf. OCS bratrs ‘brother’) 
otscb ‘father’ (cf. OESI. otsn- ‘paternal’) 
starbcb ‘elder’ (cf. OCS star- ‘old’) 

Zerbacs ‘foal’ (cf. OCS zrébe < Zerbe ‘foal’) 


Inanimate substantives in -4c-& were denominal, occasionally with the value of a diminutive: 


gordsch ‘small town’ (cf. OCS grads < gord» ‘town’) 
konbce ‘limit’ (cf. OCS iskoni ‘from the beginning’) 

palscs ‘finger’ (< pals ‘finger’, cf. Ru. bespdl- ‘fingerless’) 
stolpch ‘throne’ (cf. OCS stolz ‘seat’) 

vénbcb ‘crown’ (cf. Po. wianek < vénaks ‘wreath’) 


-€-» was a formant of deverbal substantives. In its form -a-é-8 (extended from the infini- 


tives in -ati) it also functioned as a denominal suffix. The productivity of this suffix in mod- 
ern Slavic languages and its infrequency in Old Church Slavonic suggests that in Proto-Slavic 
it had an expressive or pejorative value (Vaillant 1974:321—322). 


biés ‘whip’ (cf. OCS biti ‘to strike’) 


sedmica ‘set of seven, week’ (cf. OCS sedmp ‘seven’) 
trojica ‘triad’ (cf. OCS troj- ‘three-’) 


-6C-a was productive in the formation of masculine deverbal agentive substantives; it al- 
ternated occasionally with -sc-s: 


jadbca ‘eater’ (cf. OCS jads ‘food’) 

grabsca ‘robber’ (cf. OCS grabiti ‘to rob’) 

grebsca (also grebpcb) ‘oarsman’ (cf. OCS grebe ‘I dig’) 
sé&bca (also sépce) ‘fighter’ (cf. OCS séke ‘I chop’) 
ub$jsca ‘killer’ (cf. OCS u-b&jo ‘I will kill’) 


It was unproductive in the formation of feminine diminutives: 


dvpreca ‘small door’ (cf. OCS dvars ‘door’) 
myStca ‘muscle, arm’ (cf. OCS mySs ‘mouse’ and Latin miisculus ‘little mouse’) 
oveca ‘sheep’ (cf. OCS oven ‘ram’) 


-bc-e formed neuter diminutives: 


éedsce ‘baby’ (cf. OCS éedo ‘child’) 

jajpce ‘egg’ (cf. Po. jaje ‘egg’) 

méstpce ‘place’ (cf. OCS mésto ‘place’) 

sinbce ‘sun’ (cf. Ru. solnopék ‘full sunlight’) 

sr’ dace ‘heart’ (cf. OCS milosrad- ‘compassionate’) 


-bC-b was a productive suffix forming masculine substantives. It designated male beings 


in deverbal and deadjectival formations: 


borsbce ‘fighter’ (cf. OCS bor’g ‘I fight’) 
ebtbcb ‘reader’ (cf. OCS ést¢ ‘I read’) 
tovecs ‘hunter’ (cf. OCS foviti ‘to catch’) 
tvorace ‘creator’ (cf. OCS tvoriti ‘to create’) 
Zprbce ‘priest’ (cf. OCS Zbre ‘I sacrifice’) 


ér' nbc ‘monk’ (cf. OCS éran- < ép'n- ‘black’) 
modrbcb ‘wise man’ (cf. OCS megdr- ‘wise’) 

my'tvpcb ‘dead man’ (cf. OCS mrstv- < my'tv- ‘dead’) 
prigpipce ‘newcomer’ (cf. Ru. prfsl- ‘newly arrived’) 
sléppce ‘blind man’ (cf. OCS siép- ‘blind’) 





jegracs ‘player’ (cf. OCS igrati ‘to play’) 
kovaép ‘smith’ (cf. OCS kovati ‘to forge’) 
oraéb ‘ploughman’ (cf. OCS orati ‘to plough’) 
thkacb ‘weaver’ (cf. OCS thkati ‘to weave’) 


bogaép ‘rich man’ (cf. OCS bogat- ‘rich’) 

bordaés ‘bearded man’ (cf. OCS brada < borda ‘beard’) 
golvacs ‘big-headed man’ (cf. OCS glava < golva ‘head’) 
kolaép ‘round cake’ (cf. OCS kolo ‘wheel’) 

silaés ‘strong man’ (cf. OCS sila ‘strength’) 


-iS€-e (< isk-i-d) formed place names from substantives and adjectives: 


grobisée ‘grave site’ (cf. OCS grobs ‘grave’) 

sbkrovisée ‘treasury’ (cf. OCS spkrove ‘hiding place’) 
spnEmisée ‘meeting place’ (cf. OCS spntm> ‘gathering’) 
trzigée ‘marketplace’ (cf. OCS trzg ‘market’) 

Zili§ée ‘abode’ (cf. Ru. Zil- ‘habitable’) 


In West Slavic the suffix isk-d is more frequent than isk-j-d: 


Cz. hnojisko (also hnojisté) ‘dung heap’ (cf. OCS gnoi [gnojp] ‘dung’) 
Cz. ohnisko ‘focus’, Po. ognisko ‘campfire’ (cf. OCS ogns ‘fire’) 


-k-e formed deverbal substantives: 


borkp ‘marriage’ (< bar-/ber-/bor- ‘take’, cf. OCS bprati ‘to take’) 
tuks ‘fat’ (< t0u-/tit- ‘grow fat’, cf. Po. ty¢, ryjg ‘grow fat’) 

znaks ‘sign’ (< zna- ‘know’, cf. OCS znati ‘to know’) 

zolk ‘grass’ (< zel-/zol- ‘green’, cf. OCS zelen- ‘green’, zlaks ‘grass’) 
zorks ‘sight’ (< zbr-/zor- ‘see’, cf. OCS zaréti see’) 


-kb was common in forms containing onomatopoeic roots: 


bykp ‘ox’ (< BSI. bii- ‘moo’, cf. Eng. boo) 
rykp ‘roar’ (< BSI. rié- ‘roar’, cf. OESI. rjuti, revu ‘roar’) 
sykp ‘hiss’ (< BSI. siz- ‘hiss’) 
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This suffix (along with -ic-a) designated also female beings and in this function was of- 
ten derived from and paired with corresponding masculine stems: 


bigarskalbjgarin» ‘Bulgarian’ 


stekp ‘noise’ (cf. Ru. stons ‘moan’) 
zvoks ‘sound’ (cf. zvonn ‘tone’) 


-kb was also used in transferring consonantal stems to vocalic ones: 


di ‘friend’ 
kamyks ‘stone’ (cf. OCS kamy < PIE kam-Gn-s ‘stone’) psbarpdria dis ‘neighbor" 
jezyks ‘tongue’ (based on *jezy < ng’ii-s ‘tongue’, cf. Lat. lingua ‘tongue’) voriskalvoris ‘magician’ 

vanudtbka/venuke ‘grandchild’ 


-ik-s was a productive suffix of the diminutives; its expressive value makes it difficult to 
ascertain its antiquity: . -vk-ol-vk-o and -ok-o/-ok-s formed neuter and masculine substantives expressing simi- 
Ru. démik ‘small house’ (cf. OCS dom> ‘house’) larity with the underlying substantive including its diminutivization. The front-jer variant 


Ru. dozdik ‘light rain’ (cf. OCS dzzds ‘rain’) occurred after soft consonants: 
Ru. Aljddik ‘small key’ (cf. OCS k? ud ‘key’) 
Po. konik ‘small horse’ (cf. OCS kon’s ‘horse’) 
Po. stolik ‘stool’ (cf. OCS stolz ‘seat’) 


-ik-» was a suffix denoting persons or objects endowed with the quality expressed by the 


underlying adjectives in -5n- and past passive participles in -en-. The productivity of the for- 
mation with -pn- gave rise to a new compound suffix -sn-ik- (see below): 


djzpnikp ‘debtor’ (< d[Zbn- ‘owing’, cf. Ru. dolZnik ‘debtor*) 

gréSpnike ‘sinner’ (< gréfbn- ‘sinful’, cf. Ru. gréSnik ‘sinner’) 

kan’ iZpnikt ‘bookman’ (< kan’ iZpn- ‘book-’, cf. Ru. kaiZnik ‘bookman’) 
sBrebrbniks ‘silver coin’ (< sprebrbn- ‘silver’, cf. Ru. srébrenik ‘silver coin’) 
stornbniks ‘foreigner’ (< stornbn- ‘foreign’, cf. Ru. strdnnik ‘wanderer’) 


moéeniks ‘martyr’ (< moéen-, cf. OCS moéiti ‘to torment’) 

svet' eniky ‘priest’ (< svet’en-, cf. OCS svetiti ‘to consecrate’) 
uéenikp ‘disciple’ (< uéen-, cf. OCS uéiti ‘to teach’) 

vezi’ ubl’ enikp ‘beloved’ (< vazi’ ubl’ en-, cf. OCS vazijubiti ‘to love’) 


-bn-ik-» was abstracted from adjectival derivatives in -nn- (see above): 


istoébnikp ‘source’ (cf. Ru. istdk ‘source’) 

naméstiniks ‘deputy’ (from na mésté ‘in place of’) 
ozbnike ‘captive’ (cf. OCS gza ‘fetters’) 

ponedélnniks ‘Monday’ (from po nedél’i ‘after Sunday’) 
vésteniks ‘announcer’ (cf. OCS vésts ‘tidings’) 


-osk- was a productive formant of desubstantival adjectives: 


éplovéépsk- ‘human’ (< éslovéks ‘human being’) 

mirsk- ‘worldly’ (< mirz ‘world’) 

orbpsk- ‘slavish’ (< cf. OCS rabs, orbs ‘slave’) 

rajpsk- ‘paradisiac’ (< raje ‘paradise’) 

zembsk- ‘earthly’ (< zem- ‘earth’, cf. OCS zemsn- ‘earth’) 


-vk-al-ek-a formed feminine substantives and denoted similarity with the underlying 


word, frequently endowing it with an expressive value, which accounts for the rareness of 
this suffix in Old Church Slavonic. The front-jer variant occurred after soft consonants (2.24): 


bajpka ‘fable’ (cf. Ru. bdjat’ ‘to speak’) 

klétzka ‘cage’ (cf. OCS kléte ‘cell’) 

mérpka ‘measuring cup’ (cf. OCS méra ‘measure’) 
petbka ‘number five’ (cf. OCS pet- ‘fifth’) 

rocbka ‘handle’ (cf. OCS reka ‘hand’) 





derviko ‘small tree’ (cf. OCS drévo < dervo ‘tree’) 
jajpko ‘egg’ (cf. Po. jaje ‘egg’) 

kolzko ‘circle’ (cf. OCS kolo ‘wheel’) 

oébko ‘eye(let)’ (cf. OCS oko ‘eye’) 

uspko ‘ear’ (cf. OCS uxo ‘ear’) 

krozeks ‘round object’ (cf. OCS krogs ‘circle’) 
listpkp ‘leaf’ (cf. OCS lists ‘leaf’) 

pbspkt ‘dog’ (cf. OCS pass ‘dog’) 

voishkp ‘hair’ (cf. OCS viasz < volss ‘hair’) 
zebsks ‘tooth’ (cf. OCS zebs ‘tooth’) 


These suffixes also served to substantivize adjectives: 


bélzko ‘albumen’ (cf. OCS bél- ‘white’) 
petnks ‘Friday’ (cf. OCS pet- ‘fifth’) 
vitornkp ‘Tuesday’ (cf. OCS vator- ‘second’) 
2]'teko ‘yolk’ (cf. Ru. Zélt- ‘yellow’) 


(g) Suffixes containing / were deverbal. 
-I- was the suffix of resultative participles employed in the formation of compound ver- 


bal categories (2.57); they were frequently adjectivized: 


bégl- ‘fugitive’ (cf. OCS bége ‘I run’) 

byl- ‘past’ (cf. OCS byti ‘to be’) 

gnil- ‘rotten’ (cf. OCS gniti ‘to rot’) 

vedi- ‘wilted’ (cf. Po. wigdngé ‘to wilt’, Ru. vjal- ‘wilted’) 
zbrél- ‘mature’ (cf. OCS szzbréti ‘to ripen’) 


-dl-o and -si-o- formed deverbal substantives denoting instruments of actions (mainly im- 


plements and materials): 


mydtlo ‘soap’ (cf. OCS myti ‘to wash’) 

éy' nidio ‘ink’ (cf. Ru. cernft’ ‘to blacken’) 
ordlo ‘plough’ (cf. OCS orati ‘to plough’) 
pravidlo ‘rule’ (cf. OCS praviti ‘to direct’) 
Sidlo ‘awl’ (cf. OCS Siti ‘to sew’) 


islo ‘number’ (< éit-sl-o, cf. OCS &stg ‘I count’) 
jaslo ‘creche’ (< jad-sl-o, cf. OCS jasti < PIE édté ‘to eat’) 
maslo ‘butter’ (< maz-sl-o, cf. OCS mazati ‘to spread’) 
presto ‘loom’ (< pred-sl-o, cf. OCS predg ‘I weave’) = * 
veslo ‘oar’ (< vez-si-o, cf. OCS vezg ‘I transport’) 


jectives: 
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(h) Suffixes containing n. 
-in- formed possessive adjectives from substantives of the -@-/-j-d- and -7- stems and from 
feminine consonantal stems: i 


materin- ‘mother’s’ (cf. OCS mati, -ere ‘mother’) 
vedovin- ‘widow's’ (cf. OCS vadova ‘widow’) 

vojevodin- ‘commander's’ (cf. OCS voevoda ‘commander’) 
zmBjin- ‘viper’s’ (cf. OCS zmija ‘viper’) 

zvérin- ‘beast’s’ (cf. OCS zvére ‘wild beast’) 


-in-a formed deadjectival abstract or generalizing substantives: 


célina ‘virgin land’ (cf. OCS céi- ‘whole’) 
globina ‘depth’ (cf. OCS gigb-ok- ‘deep’) 

orstlina ‘plant’ (cf. Ru. rési- < orstl- ‘grown’) 
orvenina ‘plain’ (cf. OCS ravan- < orven- ‘even’) 
tikina ‘stillness’ (cf. Ru. téx- ‘still’) 


In desubstantival derivatives -in-a expressed possession (and, by extension, origin): 


dédina ‘inheritance’ (cf. OCS déds ‘ancestor’) 
otecina ‘fatherland’ (cf. OCS otscs ‘father’) 
ovBéina ‘sheepskin’ (cf. OCS ovaca ‘sheep’) 
pajecina ‘spider web’ (cf. Po. pajgk ‘spider’) 
rodina ‘family, clan’ (cf. OCS rod» ‘birth’) 


-in-a also particularized underlying mass substantives or cardinal numerals (cf. the 


singulative masculine suffix -in-, 2.47.1): 


desetina ‘tithe’ (cf. OCS desets ‘ten’) 

godina ‘hour’ (cf. OCS gods ‘appropriate time’) 
pészéina ‘grain of sand’ (cf. OCS péspks ‘sand’) 

snézina ‘snow flake’ (cf. OCS snégz ‘snow’) 

solmina ‘blade of straw’ (cf. Ru. soléma < solma ‘straw’) 


-6n- was the favorite suffix of denominal adjectives: 


bolbn- ‘sick’ (cf. OCS bols ‘ patient’) 
epstbn- ‘honorable’ (cf. OCS épstp ‘honor’) 
gnévbn- ‘angry’ (cf. OCS gnéva ‘anger’) 
rocbn- ‘manual’ (cf. OCS reka ‘hand’) 
véébn- ‘eternal’ (cf. OCS véks ‘age’) 


-yn’-i formed feminine derivatives from masculine personal substantives and from ad- 


bogyn’i ‘goddess’ (cf. OCS bogs ‘god’) 
gospodyn’i ‘lady’ (cf. OCS gospods ‘lord’) 
kanegyn’ i ‘princess’ (cf. OCS kane3s ‘prince’) ; 
orbyn' i ‘female slave’ (cf. OCS rabs < orbs ‘slave’) neh 
sosédyn'i ‘female neighbor’ (cf. OCS seséds ‘neighbor’) 


bolgyn’i ‘goodness’ (cf. OCS biag- < bolg- ‘good’) 
grdyn'i ‘pride’ (cf. OCS grad- < grd- ‘proud’) 
mekyn’i chaff’ (cf. OCS mek-ak- ‘soft’) 

pustyn'i ‘desert’ (cf. OCS pust- ‘empty’) 

svetyn'i ‘holy place’ (cf. OCS sver- ‘holy’) 
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(i) Suffixes containing r were limited to -r-, which occurred in a handful of adjectives 
and substantives: 


bzdr- ‘awake’ (cf. OCS badéti ‘be awake’) 

dobr- ‘favorable’ (cf. OCS doba ‘appropriate time’) 

iskr- ‘near’ (cf. Lat. sequor ‘I follow’ < PIE -sék”-/sk”- ‘follow’) 
mokr- ‘wet’ (cf. Ru. mdknut’ ‘to get wet’) 

pbstr- ‘dappled’ (cf. OCS ppsati ‘to write’) 


méra ‘measure’ (cf. Lat. métior ‘I measure < PIE mé- ‘measure’) 
vydra ‘otter’ (cf. OCS voda ‘water’) 

rebro ‘rib’ (cf. OE ribb({i) < ‘rib’) 

dars ‘gift’ (cf. OCS dati ‘to give’) 

pirs ‘feast’ (cf. OCS piti ‘to drink’) 


(j) Suffixes containing s, including its reflexes ¥ and x. 
PIE -s- appeared in a few nouns in which it was no longer perceived as a suffix (cf. also 
the -ds-/-és- stems, 2.47.1): 


bész ‘demon’ (< béi-s-, cf. OCS bojati se ‘to be afraid’) 

golst ‘voice’ (cf. OCS glagolati < golgolati ‘to speak’) ' 

kolst ‘blade of grass’ (cf. OCS Kati ‘to stab’, Ru. kdlos ‘blade of wheat’) 
rus- ‘(brownish) red’ (< rdudh-s-, cf. OCS ruda ‘ore, mine’) 

vols» ‘hair’ (cf. OESI. vélods ‘hair’) 


The suffix -x- (from PIE -s-, 2.14, spelled -ch- in West Slavic) became productive in in- 
dividual Slavic languages as an expressive suffix with truncated personal nouns, especially 
masculine: 


Po. brach ‘brother’ (< Po. brat) 

Ru. Ljax ‘Lach, Pole’ (< *lexs, cf. Cz. lado < ledo ‘virgin land, field’) 
Po. Stach ‘Stanislaus’ (< Po. Stanistaw) 

Po. swach ‘matchmaker’ (< Po. swat ‘matchmaker’) 

Cz. hoch ‘boy’ (< Cz. hol- ‘barefaced’) 


In Proto-Slavic it occurred in a handful of masculine nouns: 


gréxp ‘sin’ (cf. OCS gréti ‘to warm’) 

lix- ‘extra’ (cf. Gk. lefpd ‘I leave’) 

maxp ‘waving’ (cf. OCS pomajati ‘to wave’) 

sméxs ‘laughter’ (cf. Ru. smejdt’sja ‘to laugh’) 

spéxt ‘haste’ (cf. OCS spéti ‘prosper’) 

-ux-a and -ux-o were the most productive of several expressive suffixes with x: 
ér' nuxa ‘black object’ (cf. OCS cran- < éy'n- ‘black’) 
goruxa ‘mustard’ (cf. OCS gor'nk- ‘bitter’) 

koZuxt ‘sheepskin’ (cf. OCS koZa ‘skin’) 

pastux ‘shepherd’ (cf. OCS pastyr’s ‘shepherd’) 
staruxa ‘old woman’ (cf. OCS star- ‘old’) * 


(k) Suffixes containing ¢, including i-j- >. | 
-f- occurred in a few substantives of all genders: 


bersta ‘birch bark’ (cf. Ru. beréza < berza‘birch’)  - 
césta ‘clearing’ (< kdid-; cf. éist- < kéid- ‘clear’) 
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dolto ‘chisel’ (< ddilb-t-; cf. Ru. dolbit’ < djbiti ‘to hollow’) 
pots ‘sweat’ (< pdk-t-; cf. OCS pekg ‘I bake’) 
sito ‘sieve’ (< séj-t-; cf. OCS séti < s&j-téj ‘to sow’) 


-of-a formed abstract, chiefly deadjectival, substantives: 


Cistota ‘cleanliness’ (cf. OCS éist- ‘clear’) 

dobrota ‘goodness’ (cf. OCS dobr- ‘good’) 

pravota ‘uprightness’ (cf. OCS prav- ‘right’) 

Sirota ‘orphan, orphanness’ (cf. OCS sir- ‘orphaned’) 
slépota ‘blindness’ (cf. OCS siép- ‘blind’) 


There were also some denominal formations: 


orbota ‘work’ (cf. OCS rabz < orbs ‘slave’) 
sormota ‘shame’ (cf. OCS sramp < sorm» ‘shame’) 


-it’-» denoted provenience, usually family descent and, by extension, young beings. 


Added to the possessive suffix -ov- it had the value of the patronymic: 


dédit’» ‘descendant’ (cf. OCS dédz ‘ancestor’) 

korl' evit'b ‘son of a king’ (cf. Ru. kordl’ < korl's ‘king’) 
kaneZit’ b ‘son of a prince’ (cf. OCS king3e ‘prince’) 
popovit's ‘son of a priest’ (cf. OCS pops ‘priest’) 

rodit’» ‘relative’ (cf. rod» ‘birth’) 


détit’s ‘small child’ (cf. OCS déri ‘children’) 
kozblit’s ‘kid’ (cf. OCS kozbls ‘buck’) 
invita ‘lion cub’ (cf. OCS iva ‘lion’) 
otrocit’b ‘small boy’ (cf. OCS otroks ‘boy") 


(1) Suffixes containing v. 
-av- and -iv- were suffixes of denominal descriptive adjectives; the suffix -(e)l-iv- was 
abstracted from formations based on an underlying resultative participle: 


kravav- ‘bloody’ (cf. OESI. kry, krave ‘blood’) 
lokav- ‘deceitful’ (cf. OCS igka ‘deceit’) 
sédinav- ‘graying’ (cf. OCS sédina ‘gray hair’) 


épstiv- ‘honest’ (cf. OCS casts ‘honor’) 
léniv- ‘lazy’ (cf. OCS lén- ‘lazy’) 

lpstiv- ‘deceiving’ (cf. OCS Insts ‘deceipt’) 
pravsdiv- ‘just’ (cf. OCS pravda ‘truth’) 


gnévaliv- ‘irascible’ (cf. OCS gnévs ‘anger’) 

mf’ éaliv- ‘taciturn’ (cf. OCS mizéati < mj’ é- ‘to be silent’) 
tr' péliv- ‘patient’ (cf. OCS trapéti < tr’p- ‘suffer’) 
zavistbliv- ‘envious’ (cf. OCS zavists ‘envy’) 


-ov- formed possessive adjectives from masculine substantives other than those belong- 
ing to the -G-/-j-d- stems; cf. -in- (2.47.4h): 


(jJavorov- ‘pertaining to a plane tree’ (cf. OCS avors ‘plane tree’) 
popov- ‘priest's’ (cf. OCS pops ‘priest’) 

sEpasov- ‘savior's’ (cf. OCS stpasp ‘savior') 

synov- ‘son’s’ (cf. OCS syns ‘son’) 

vracev- ‘medicine man’s’ (cf. OCS vraés ‘medicine man’) 
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dobov- ‘oak-’ (cf. OCS debs ‘oak’) 

gromov- ‘thunder-’ (cf. OCS grom> ‘thunder’) 
Invov- ‘lion's’ (cf. OCS ipve ‘lion’) 

trgov- ‘market-' (cf. OCS trngp < trg> ‘market’) 
volov- ‘ox-’ (cf. OCS volb ‘ox’) 


-estv-o formed abstract, chiefly denominal substantives. In South Slavic and in 
Czech/Slovak this suffix was often extended by the formant -2{-to form -estv-bi-e: 

bogatestvo (bogatsstvé je) ‘riches’ (cf. OCS bogat- ‘rich’) 

bodsstvo (bozsstvbje) ‘divinity’ (cf. OCS bogs ‘god’) 

déjpstvo (déjpstvbje) ‘action’ (OCS déjg ‘I act’) 

mbnoinstvo (mbnozsstveje) ‘multitude’ (cf. OCS manog- ‘many’) 

otbésstvo (otbébstvb je) ‘patrimony’ (cf. OCS otpcb ‘father’) 


2.48. Declensions. According to their stem, gender, and phonetic developments at the 
juncture of stem and inflectional ending, Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Slavic nouns may 
be assigned to several inflectional classes or declensions. The shape of inflectional endings 
allows us to group these declensions into two larger subtypes, a substantival one for the sub- 
stantives and the cardinal numerals from 3 to 10, and a pronominal one for the pronouns and 
the cardinal numerals 1 and 2. The inflection of Proto-Indo-European adjectives did not dif- 
fer from that of the substantives. In Proto-Slavic, however, only the indefinite adjectives de- 
clined like substantives, while the newly created definite adjectives followed the pronominal 
inflection. 


2.48.1. Substantiva! declensions. Substantival declensions distinguished one consonan- 
tal and four vocalic declensions: -i-, -i-, -6-/-i-6-, and -@-/-j-d-/-i-i- (see Table 6). While the 
Proto-Indo-European endings of the -i-d- and -j-d- stems did not differ from those of the 
-6- and -@- stems, in Proto-Slavic, due to the fronting of back vowels (2.25), there arose a dis- 
tinction between the hard (-d- and -d-) and soft (-i-d- and -j-d-) stem endings, which mani- 
fested itself in the alternations -» ~ -b; -o ~ -e; -€, ~ -i,; -y ~ -i; -y, ~ -é,/-¢- (see 2.48.1 
note 3a). 

Late Proto-Slavic substantival endings that developed from the Proto-Indo-European sys- 
tem are listed in Table 7 (only the hard stem endings are included). 

Notes: (1) The loss of final consonants (2.18) and the monophthongization of diphthongs 
in i and y (2.26) caused the Proto-Indo-European thematic vowels and endings to blend into 
Proto-Slavic monomorphemic endings; e.g. PIE ‘son’ sdin-ii-s (Nom. Sg.), siin-dy-s (Gen. 
Sg.), siin-du-é (Dat. Sg.) > PSI. syn-b, syn-u, syn-ovi. 

(2) Differences in the shape of the thematic vowel are due to Proto-Indo-European ablaut 
variations, e.g. -d-s, -d-@ (Nom. Sg.) versus -é-9, -d-@ (Voc.); -it-s, -i-s (Nom. Sg.) versus 
-6u-s, -€i-s (Gen. Sg.). In the Nom./Acc. Sg. of the consonantal stems, the Proto-Indo- 
European stem suffixes were reinterpreted as Late Proto-Slavic inflectional endings (listed 
in parentheses). 

(3) Some Proto-Slavic endings that cannot be derived from the postulated Proto-Indo- 
European forms by the application of general phonetic laws may be explained by develop- 
ments restricted to particular inflectional endings: 

(a) In -Vn(t)s, n was lost and the preceding vowel, if short, underwent compensatory 
lengthening. The low back vowels were, as a rule, raised to a; e.g. kam-Gn-s ‘stone’ (Nom. 
Sg.) > kdm-ii > kamy. Similarly, in the accusative plural siin-ii-ns ‘son’ > siin-it > syn-y, 
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Table 6: Substantival endings of Proto-Indo-European 
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-5-é > - 
-6-6us > -Ous 
-6-mo 


-A-j 
-a-dus > -aus 
-G-md 


Nom./Acc. -7-& > -7 
GEN/Loc. -€i-dus 
Dat./INST. 3 -I-mod 


DuaL 







-6-es > -ds, -61 


-6-ns -a-ns 
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I -5-dm > -6m -4-dm > -am 

Zz -6i-sii --sii 
-6-miis -a-mtis 






-6-dis > -dis 





kost-i-ns ‘bone’ > kdst-i > kost-i, Orbh-d-ns ‘slave’ > drb-ii > orb-y, g”én-G-ns ‘woman’ 
> gén-ii > Zen-y. In the sequence Cys, n was lengthened, yielding i; e.g. kKdm-en-ns ‘stone’ 
(Acc. Pl.) > kameni. In the -j-d- and -j-d- stems the sequences -é-ns, -é-ns (< -i-d-ns and 
-i-d-ns, by 2.25) yielded the expected -é in North Slavic (referred to as -é;), while in South 
Slavic n was retained, yielding -¢; e.g. mdng-j-d-ns ‘man’, kdz-i-@-ns ‘goatskin’ (Acc. PI.) 


-e/-u 


Table 7: Substantival endings of Late Proto-Slavic 
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yielded North Slavic mgZ-é, koZ-é but South Slavic mgz-¢, koz-¢. The accusative plural end- 
ing of the -a-/-j-@- stems spread analogically to the genitive singular and nominative plural 
on the model of the -f- stems. The hard ~ soft alternation -y ~ -2/-¢ is symbolized by -y,.!° 

The alternation -y ~ -é/-¢ may have another explanation. The normal phonetic develop- 
ment of Nom. Sg. -d@ and Nom. PI. -ds of the -d- stems would in both cases lead to an -d. To 
avoid this coincidence and retain the distinction between numbers, Nom. Pl. -ds may have 
been replaced by Acc. Pi. -dns > LPSI. -y. The resulting syncretism (Nom. Pl. = Acc. Pl.) 
could then spread from the -d- stems to the -j-d- stems, but in a dialectally differentiated way. 
In North Slavic, Acc. Pl. -j-dns was replaced by Nom. PI. -i-as > EPSI. -é > LPSI. -é,, while 
in South Slavic Nom. PI. j-ds was replaced by Acc. PI. -i-a@ns > LPS]. -¢. Further analogical 
action led to the spread of the -y ~ -é/-¢ alternation to the genitive singular of the -a-/-j-d- 
stems and the accusative plural of the -d-/-j-d- stems (Moszyfiski 1984:286). 

(b) Long vowels combined with word-final m to form nasal vowels, e.g. g”én-G-m 
“woman’ (Acc. Sg.) > Zen-g. Short vowels in that position, however, showed no nasaliza- 
tion, and 6 was raised to i, e.g. siin-ti-m ‘son’ > syn-2, kdst-I-m ‘bone’ > kost-b, érbh-d-m 
‘slave’ > 6rb-ii-m > orb-» (Acc. Sg.). Slavic is alone among the Indo-European languages 
to derive the genitive plural of the consonantal stems from -dm rather than -6m; e.g. sémén- 
6m ‘seed’ > sémen-b. The genitive plural ending -2 of the consonantal stems was analogi- 
cally extended to the -d- and -d- stems. 

(4) All neuter stems syncretized the nominative and accusative. In the consonantal stems 
the nominative/accusative singular was generalized from the nominative singular (nébh-ds- 
@ ‘sky’ > neb-o, s@-mén-O ‘seed’ > séme¢), while in the -d- stems the nominative/accusative 
singular ending -o was extended analogically from the pronoun to ‘that’ (< téd), replacing 
the expected -3 (< PIE -6-m), e.g. zy'n-o ‘grain’. In the nominative/accusative plural all 
neuter stems had -a (< PIE -a), e.g. nebes-a, sémen-a, zr'n-a. 

(5) The nominative singular ending -2 of the -d- stems and the vocative ending -u of the 
-{-d- stems were taken over from the -i- stem declension. In the post-Proto-Slavic period the 
-- stem declension, though unproductive as a whole, provided several individual case end- 
ings of the -d- stems. The most ancient instance of these analogical developments is the prac- 
tically general North Slavic replacement of the instrumental plural ending -oms of the -d- 
stems by the ending -zp of the -Z- stems. 

(6) The masculine and feminine consonantal and -f- stem endings influenced each other. 
The -i- stem endings -smb and -bj¢ (Inst. Sg.), -i (Nom./Acc. Du.), -sma (Dat./Inst. Du.), 
-bxb (Loc. Pl.), -bm (Dat. Pl.), and -mi (Inst. Pi.) spread to the consonantal stems. By con- 
trast, the ending -i (Dat. Sg.) of the consonantal stems was taken over by the -i- stems. 

(7) The ending -i, (Nom. PI.) of the -d- stems was derived from the pronominal ending 
-6j which replaced the substantival ending -ds. The expected -é, was probably analogically 
displaced by -i, (< -éi) of the -j-d- stems. The nominative plural of all the feminine nouns 
was analogical to the accusative plural. 

(8) The ending -oj9/-ejg (Inst. Sg.) of the -d/-j-a- stems is pronominal in origin. The end- 
ing -£jg arose analogically in the feminine consonantal and -i- stem declensions. 

(9) Also pronominal is the ending ~E,Xb < -di-sii (Loc. Pl.) of the -d- stems. The ending 
-axb of the -d- stems for the expected -asz was analogically extended from the phonetically 
regular endings of the locative plural in other vocalic declensions (2.14). 


163. This is an adaptation of the device used by Whitfield (1962) in his descriptive rules for Old Church Slavonic 
morphophonemics. 
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(10) Lacking a satisfactory explanation are the endings -e (Loc. Sg.) of the consonantal 
stems, -u (Dat. Sg.) and -y- (Inst. Pl.) of the -d- stems. 


2.48.2. Pronominat declension. In accordance with their ability to distinguish gender, 
Proto-Slavic pronouns may be classified as gendered and nongendered. Gendered pronouns 
were vocalic (thematic). They included two -7- stems, the demonstrative sb, si, se ‘this here’ 
(< k’-) and the anaphoric js ‘that which is known’ and a number of -d-/-di- and -@-/-aj- stems, 
such as the demonstratives 1- ‘this’, ov- ‘that’, on- ‘that yonder’; the interrogatives k8j- ‘which’ 
(< PIE kii-j-), kotor- ‘which (of a number)’; the possessives moj- ‘my’, tvoj- ‘thy’, Svoj- 
‘one’s own’, ¢&j- ‘whose’ (< PIE k"7-j-), naS- ‘our’ (< PIE nas-j-), va§- ‘your’ (< PIE uas-j-); 
the qualitative sic- ‘like this (nearby)’ (< PIE k’1-k-), jak- ‘like that (anaphoric)’, tak- ‘like 
this’, kak- ‘like what’ (< PIE k”-dk-); the quantitative mnog- ‘many’, vps’ -/vb§- ‘all’(< uts’- 
/ut§- < PIE uts-), selik- ‘to this degree’, tolik- ‘to that degree’, jelik- ‘to the degree (ana- 
phoric)’, kolik- ‘to what degree’. The third-person pronoun was expressed by the anaphoric 
j-. When functioning as a relative pronoun (with the particle Ze), the stem j- was used in all 
cases. As a personal pronoun (without Ze) it had a suppletive paradigm, with j- in the oblique 
cases and, depending on the dialect, the demonstrative !- or on- in the nominative case. In the 
genitive and dative singular nonfeminine, the allegro forms (jb)g0, (jb)mu also occurred. 

The nongendered pronouns included the -d- stem interrogative kt-(to) ‘who’ (< PIE 

w.6-), the -I- stem interrogative &-(fo) ‘what’ (< PIE k’-i-), as well as several consonantal 
(athematic) pronouns, the reflexive s-, and the first- and second-person pronouns, which had 
suppletive stems: 







SINGULAR 





First PERSON 
SECOND PERSON 


( j)az/m- (< &g’ -/m-) véjn- my/n- 


t we 









Inflectional endings of the gendered pronouns and of the interrogative nongendered pro- 
nouns are given in Table 8, while the paradigms of the demonstrative pronoun (-, the ana- 
phoric j-, the personal pronouns of the first and second person, and the reflexive are given in 
Tables 9, 10, and 11: 


Table 8: Pronominal endings of Late Proto-Slavic 
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Table 9: Paradigm of the demonstrative pronoun f- 
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Table 11: Paradigms of the first and second person and reflexive pronouns 





FirsT PERSON SECOND PERSON REFLEXIVE 

Nom. (j)aze ty = 
Acc. me te se 

Sc. GEN. mene tebe sebe 
Loc. mpné tebé sebé 
Dart.'6 muné, mi tebé, ti sebé, si 
INST. MBNOjQ tobojo soboja 
Nom. vé 

Du. Acc. na va 
GeEN/Loc. naju vaju 
Dar JINsT. nama vama 
Nom. my vy 
Acc, nasb,ny _ vas, VY 

PL. GeEn./Loc. nasb VaSb . 
Dat. nams, ny vam, Vy 
INST. nami vami. 





164. The dative singular forms aii, ti, si were enctitic and functioned as unmarked indirect objects; the longer forms 
were emphatic or occurred in prepositional phrases. 
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Notes: 

(1) The pronominal formants -di- (M/N) and -aj- (F) were monophthongized to -é, be- 
fore consonants. 

(2) The fronting of back vowels after soft consonants (2.25) caused the expected vowel 
alternations; -y, is written as a shorthand term for the hard ~ soft alternation y ~ é/¢ (2.48.1 
note 3a). 

(3) The nongendered pronouns kz-to ‘who’ and ¢b-to ‘what’ were inflected according to 
the masculine singular paradigm. Their nominative was extended by the particle -to, derived 
from the demonstrative pronoun. The genitive of é5-to was ¢bso/Ceso, whose ending reflected 
PIE -és(j)6. The form sso lost ground in the genitive, where it was replaced by the analog- 
ical €ego, but in West Slavic it spread into other cases, replacing the original nominative cato 
and accusative ¢b. It also provided the stem for the analogical dative in OCS chsomu. 

(4) In the genitive masculine/neuter the expected Proto-Indo-European ending is -ds(i)6; 
Slavic -ogo represents the Proto-Indo-European ablative -dd extended by the particle -gd 
(Arumaa 1985:175). 

(5) The dativeflocative singular forms tebé and sebé are replaced in most North Slavic lan- 
guages by the forms tobé and sobé, with o extended analogically from the instrumental singular. 


2.49. Inflection of adjectives and numerals. The inflection of adjectives and numerals 
incorporates features of substantival and pronominal declensions. 


2.49.1. Adjectives. As compared to other nouns, adjectives displayed a number of gram- 
matical neutralizations. The variety of stem types that characterized the substantives and pro- 
nouns, and is still visible in the adjective systems of other Indo-European languages, gave 
way in Slavic to a unified, gender-based system in which the -d-/-j-d- stems became identi- 
fied with the nonfeminine (masculine and neuter) and the -d-/-{-d- stems with the feminine. 
This unification was achieved by transforming the inherited consonantal stems into vocalic 
ones and extending the old -i#- and -i- stems by a suffix. Thus the PIE -ds-/-&s- stem uét-ds- 
‘old’ (cf. Latin vetus, -eris ‘old’) was extended in Slavic by a stem vowel (cf. OCS vetnx- 
‘old’); the PIE -%- stem sdid-i- ‘sweet’ (cf. Lith. saldis ‘sweet’) was extended by the suffix 
-k- (cf. OCS sladzk- ‘sweet’); the PIE -i- stem *ip-s-i- ‘high’ (cf. Greek hupsi ‘high’) was 
extended by the suffix -ok- (cf. OCS vysok- ‘high’). 

In addition to their obligatory categories of case, number, and gender, most Proto-Slavic 
adjectives were either definite or indefinite. The inflection of the indefinite adjectives did not 
differ from the inftection of the substantives in -d-/-i-6- and -@-/-j-a-. Definite adjectives were 
formed by combining case forms of the anaphoric pronoun j- (2.48.2, Table 10) with those 
of the indefinite adjective. The coalescence of these forms produced the definite inflection of 
the adjective.'®> It was governed by several principles of composition: 

(a) In some instances the anaphoric pronoun was added mechanically: 


M _ starb + jp PSI. starbjp OCS staryi/starti (starbjp) 
Nom.Sc. N__ staro + je staroje staro[ jje 
F _ stara + j staraja staraja 
Acc. So. F _ starg + jog stargjQ stargjg 
GEN. SG. M/N _ stara + jego starajego stara{ jjego 
staraago (with assimilation) 
starago (with contraction) 


165. Because of its composite character the definite inflection is also known as compound or pronominal. 
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(b) A sequence of two syllables beginning with j was reduced by haplology to one syllable: 


Loc. Sc. NoNF staré + jeji PSI. staréji OCS staré{ jji 
The definite instrumental singular feminine -gjg was derived from the original substan- 
tival -¢ (< -d-m) rather than from the analogical pronominal ending -ojg (2.48.1 note 8): 
Inst. Sc. F starg + jejo PSI. stargjg OCS starojo 
(c) Disyllabic substantival endings were replaced by -y, extended analogically from the 
Inst. Pl. M/N star-y + jimi > staryjimi: 


Inst. PL. F _— star-ami + jimi PSI. staryjimi OCS stary[ jimi 
Loc. PL. F Star-axb + jixb staryjixb stary[ j]ixb 


2.49.2. Numerals. The Proto-Slavic cardinal numbers ‘one’ to ‘ten’ may be subdivided 
into two groups: the gendered ‘one’ to ‘four’ were syntactically adjectival and modified the 
noun counted (‘two’, ‘three’, and ‘four’ distinguished gender in the nominative only); the 
nongendered ‘five’ to ‘ten’ were syntactically substantival and governed the noun counted. 

Of the gendered numerals, jedins, -a, -o ‘one’ (< éd-in-) and dava (M), davé (F/N) ‘two’ 
(< diiud, -di) were of pronominal origin and followed the pronominal inflection (ts). Jedin- 
and dav- formed a kind of suppletive paradigm, with jedin- inflected for the singular and 
plural and dpv- for the dual. Traje (M), tri (F/N) ‘three’ (< tr-éi-és, Acc. Pl. tr-ins) was in- 
flected like a plural -i- stem, while Cetyre (M), Cetyri (F/N) ‘four’ (< k”étir-és, Acc. PI. 
k*étiir-ins) was a consonantal stem. 

The nongendered numerals peth (< pénk’-t-) ‘five’, Sesth (< ksé&ks-t-) ‘six’, sedmb 
(< sébdm-) ‘seven’, osmb (< dk’tm-) ‘eight’, devet ‘nine’ (< néun-t- with the initial d by 
analogy to desetp ‘ten’), and deseth (< dé-k’ m-t-) ‘ten’ were abstract substantival derivatives 
in -T- from the Proto-Indo-European ordinal numerals in -t- (Szemerényi 1960:109-113, 
Stankiewicz 1986:417-418). The numerals ‘five’ to ‘ten’ were declined like the -- stems, 
while desgtp ‘ten’, which was originally a consonantal stem, transferred to the -i- stem in- 
flection. 

The teens were compounds of the base numeral followed by the preposition na with the 
consonantal locative singular of ‘ten’, e.g. dbva na desete ‘twelve’. The tens were formed 
with the base numeral followed by the appropriate case form of desetb ‘ten’, e.g. dbva 
deseti ‘twenty’, trbje desgte ‘thirty’, pets desets ‘fifty’. The root k’dm-/k'm- of the numeral 
‘ten’, extended by the suffix -t-, appeared in the numerals sz/o ‘hundred’, a neuter -d- stem 
(< k’m-t-6- with an irregular Slavic reflex % for PIE m) and tyset’a/tyset’a ‘thousand’, a fem- 
inine -j-G- stem modified by PIE s#- ‘fat, thick’ (< si-k'm-t-i-a/ti-k’ 6m -t-i-a). The hundreds 
were formed analogously to the tens, with thé appropriate case form of szfo ‘hundred’, e.g. 
dbvé sbté'© ‘200’, tri spta ‘300’, peth stm ‘500’. 


2.50. Verbal stems. Since the stems of most Proto-Slavic verbs occurred in two vari- 
ants, one in the present tense and related forms and one in the infinitive and related forms, 
it is customary to distinguish between the present-tense and infinitive verbal stems. The 


166, Russian é in dvésti may be explained by the dialectal change @ > i (cf. Ukr. dvésti) or by dialectal ikan'e (un- 
stressed ¢ > i) of Moscow and central Russia. 
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present-tense stems of all but four verbs contained the suffix of the present tense. Such verbs 
are called thematic. The verbs which lacked such a suffix in their present-tense stems are 
called athematic. 


2.50.1. Athematic verbs. The four athematic verbs included the following (listed in 3 
Sg. Prs.): dastb ‘(s)he will give’, jastb ‘(s)he eats’, jesth ‘(s)he is’, vésth ‘(s)he knows’. Ex- 
cept for jasth (< éd-tt) ‘(s)he eats’, whose infinitive was jasti (< &d-téj) “to eat’, the athe- 
matic verbs had different present-tense and infinitive stems. The verb véstb (< udid-th) ‘(s)he 
knows’ had the infinitive védéti ‘to know’, whose stem véd-é- was derived from 1 Sg. Perf. 
Middle véid-di. The verb dasts (< dad-th) ‘(s)he will give’ was formed from the reduplicated 
present-tense stem da-d-, while its infinitive dati (< da-t2i) ‘to give’ contained the unredu- 
plicated stem da- (cf. Latin dare ‘to give’). The verb jest (< &s-tf) ‘(s)he is’ had the infini- 
tive byti ‘to be’ whose suppletive stem by- was derived from PIE bhit- (cf. Sanskrit bhavati 
‘he is’, Latin fai ‘I was’); its 3 Pl. Prs. sete was formed from the stem s- representing the zero 
grade of és- (cf. Latin sunt ‘they are’). 


2.50.2. Thematic verbs. Proto-Slavic verbal stems consisted of bare roots or of roots 
extended by a verb-forming suffix. The absence or presence of a verb-forming suffix allows 
us to sort all thematic verbs into two classes: 

(1) Verbs without the verb-forming suffix in present-tense formations are called root 
verbs. They were unproductive and occurred in three subclasses, consonantic, sonantic and 
semivocalic. 

(a) Bare roots of consonantic root verbs ended in stops or sibilants. They had no verb- 
forming suffix in either the present-tense or infinitive formations: 


greb- ‘dig’ grebetb greti (< gréb-taj)'®” 
klad- ‘place’ kladet klasti (< klad-téj) 
met- ‘sweep’ metetb mesti (< mét-téi) 
rek- ‘say’ reteth (< rék-é-ti) ret’i (< rék-t&j) 
nes- ‘casry’ neseth nesti (< nés-téi) 
vez- ‘transport’ vezeth vesti (< yéz-téj) 


The present-tense stems of three consonantic root verbs show the Proto-Indo-European 
infix -n- (cf. Latin figd ‘I fix’ vs. fingd ‘I touch’): 


bod- ‘be’ (perfective) bodetp (bii-n-d-é-tf)' 
leg-/leg- ‘lie’ lezete (< lé-n-g-é-th) let’i (< lég-téi) 
sed-/séd ‘sit’ sedeth (< sé-n-d-é-ti) sésti (< s&d-tél) 


(b) Bare roots of sonantic root verbs ended in sonants rn m. Most of these verbs had no 
verb-forming suffix in either the present-tense or infinitive formations. Their present-tense 
and infinitive stems, however, differed because of the Proto-Indo-European ablaut variations: 
the present-tense stems displayed the zero-prade sequences br bn bm (from the syllabic so- 


167. For pertinent consonant alternations, see 2.19, 2.22, 2.36. Some of the altemations are analogical rather than 
phonological. Thus the expected reflex of PIE plék-t-2-ti ‘he weaves’ is *plet'eth rather than the actually occurring form 
pletetb, which is analogical to forms where the cluster kt occurs before a back vowel, ¢.g. plete ‘I weave’ from plék-t-6-(m}, 
cf. also plesti to weave" rather than the expected *pler’i. 

168. Compare Latin -bundus ‘about to be’ as in moribundus ‘about to dic’. 
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nants ¢ n m before vowels), while the infinitive stems showed the reflexes of the e-grade se- 
quences ér én &m: 


mobr-/mer- ‘die’ * mpreta merti (< mér-téj) 
pbn-/pen- ‘stretch’ pbneth peti (< pén-t8j) 
tbn-/ten- ‘cut’ teneth te-ti (< tén-téj) 


Zpm-/Zem- ‘squeeze’ Zmetb Zeti (< gém-t2j) 


In several sonantic root verbs the infinitive stem (with zero-grade ablaut) shows the verb- 
forming suffix -a-: 


ber-/bpr-a- ‘take’ bereth brrati 
der-/dnr-a- ‘tear’ dereth dirati 
Zen-/gbn-a- ‘chase’ Zeneth gbnati 


(c) In semivocalic root verbs the present-tense stems ended in Vj. From the Early Proto- 
Slavic point of view, j was either a prothetic semivowel, before the syllable-initial e (2.21) 


or sae of the root (e.g. pdi- ‘sing’). In Late Proto-Slavic, however, this distinction was oblit- 
erated: 


bij-/bi- ‘beat’ bijets biti 

éuj-/Ev- ‘feel’ tujet, uti 

gréj-/gré- ‘warm’ gréjet. gréti 

myj-/my- ‘wash’ myjetb myti 

poj- ‘sing’ pojeth (< pdi-E-tt) peti (< pdi-té)) 
séj-/sé- ‘sow’ séjetb séti 


Several verbs in v (< 4) belonged to this class, e.g. slov-e-tb (< sldu-é-ti) slu-ti (< sldu- 
18i) ‘be known’: . ; 


plov- ‘swim’ ploveth pluti 
rov- (rev)- ‘bellow’ roveth (revetb) ruti (r’uti) 
trov- ‘feed’ trove truti 


The verbs Ziv-/zi- ‘live’ and pelv-/pel- ‘wood’ had v in the present-tense stem only: 
Ziveth pelvetb but Ziti pelti. 

In several semivocalic root verbs the infinitive stem shows the verb-forming suffix -a-: 
véj-/véj-a- ‘blow’, séj-/séj-a- ‘sow’, zov-/zby-a- ‘call’. 

(2) Other thematic verbs contained a verb-forming suffix that occurred in two variants 
one in the present-tense stem and one in the infinitive stem. Since the correspondence be- 
tween the two variants is generally predictable, it is possible to select one of them as basic 
and use it as a classifying marker. In the six verb classes thus obtained the present-tense vari- 
ant is shown first (quoted in third-person singular present) and separated by a slash from the 
infinitive variant. The variant used to label a class is given in boldface: 

(a) -n-/-ng- verbs were productive and included two subclsses. In the vocalic -ng- verbs 
the verb-forming suffix -n-/-ng- was preceded by a vowel: 
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ma-ngQ- ‘signal’ manetb mangti 
mi-ng- ‘pass’ minetb minati 
ply-ng- ‘flow’ plynets _— pplynqti 
sly-ng- ‘be known’ slynetb slynqti 
su-ng- ‘glide’ sunetb sungti 


In the consonantic -ng- verb-forming suffix was preceded by a consonant. Whenever the 
resultant consonant clusters were simplified in accordance with the law of open syllables 
(2.19, 2.44), the omitted root-final consonant is shown bracketed in the basic stem. The verb- 
forming suffix was typically omitted in aorist and past participial formations, e.g. dvigneth 
dvignoti ‘move’ but dvigox» (1 Sg. Aorist), dvigs (Nom. Sg. NonF. Past Act. Pple. Indef.), 
dviZent (Nom. Sg. Masc. Past Pass. Pple. Indef.): 


my’z-ng- ‘freeze’ my’znetb = my"zngti 
Sbx-ng- ‘dry’ sbxnetb SBxNQh 
to[p]-ng- ‘drown’ toneth tongti 
ve[d]-ng- ‘wilt’ venelb vengti 
ze[b]-ng- ‘germinate’ zenetb zenqti 


(b) -j- (< D/-a- verbs were unproductive. In this large class the verb-forming suffix -j- 
alternated with -a- (cf. c below). The addition of the suffix -j- to the root produced Cj (< Ci) 
sequences, which were resolved in accordance with the rules of yodization (2.23): 


kap-a- ‘drip’ kap!’etp — kapati 
Ibg-a- ‘lie’ IbZet, Ipgati 
plak-a- ‘weep’ plaget, plakati 
met-a- ‘throw’ met’eth metati 
vez-a- ‘bind’ vezeth vezati 


(c) -u-j-/-ov-a- verbs were productive. This class contained chiefly denominal verbs and 
differed from the preceding one by the presence of the suffix -du-, which monophthongized 
to u, in a closed syllable (-du-i- > -u-j-, 2.26) but remained in an open syllable (-du-a- > 
-ov-a-). After soft consonants -ov-a- > -ev-a-, in accordance with 2.25. 


cél-ov-a ‘preet’ célujeth célovati 
dar-ov-a- ‘bestow’ darujetp darovati 
vér-ov-a- ‘believe’ vérujetb vérovati 
voj-ev-a- ‘make war’ —- vojujetbh vojevati 
vrat-ev-a- ‘heal’ vratujeth  vratevati 
(d) -a-j- (< -d-i-)/-a- and -&-j- (< -é-j-)/-é- verbs were productive. The -a-j- verbs were 


mostly denominal and derived imperfective, while the -é-/- verbs were mainly deadjectival 
and intransitive: 


dél-a-j- ‘do’ 
gled-a-j- ‘see’ 


délajet» 
gledajet» 


délati 
gledati 





Pod 
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gnév-a-j- ‘anger’ gnévajet. gnévati 
u-mir-a-j- ‘die’ u-mirajeth u-mirati 
vénbé-a-j- ‘crown’ vénbtajeth vénbtati 
bél-é-j- ‘appear white’ béléjeth béléti 
bogat-é-j- ‘grow rich’ bogatéjets bogatéti 
sbm-é-j- ‘dare’ spméjetb spméti 
um-é-j- ‘know how’ uméjetb uméti 
zbr-é-j- ‘ripen’ zbréjetb zpreéti 


(e) -i- (< -&j-)/-i- (< -1-) verbs were productive. This class contained iterative, factitive, 
and denominal verbs. The verb-forming suffix -i- in the present-tense stem of the -i- and -é- 
class verbs (see below) is different in origin from the verb-forming suffix -i- in the infinitive 
stem of the -i- class verbs. Since the -i- in the infinitive stem was acute and the -i- in the 
present-tense stem was not, one may assume that the former goes back to the long -i-, while 
the latter is derived from the short diphthong -éj- (2.26). Hence their dissimilar treatment in 
those modern Slavic languages which retain reflexes of Proto-Slavic intonational distinc- 
tions, e.g. S/Cr. ndsi ndsiti and Ru. nodsit nostt’. 

Except in the first-person singular the present-tense suffix of the -i- and -é- classes was 
-(- (2.53). For this reason the presents of these two classes are sometimes referred to as semi- 
thematic (Kurytowicz 1964:79-80) or semi-athematic (Vaillant 1966:439): 


bud-i- ‘awaken’ budit buditi 


modl-i- ‘ask’ modlit, = modiiti 
nos-i- ‘carry’ nositb nositi 
var-i- ‘cook’ varitb variti 
xval-i- ‘praise’ xvalitp xvaliti 


(f) -i- (< -&)/-&- (< -é-) verbs were unproductive. This class contained mostly intran- 
Sitive stative verbs. As in the -i- verbs, the verb-forming suffix in the present tense was 
-i- < -éj-, while the present-tense suffix, except in the first-person singular, was -Q-: 


gor-é- ‘bum’ gorith goréti 
let-é- ‘fly’ letit, letéti 
mbn-é- ‘think’ mbnitb mbnéti 
tr’p-é- ‘suffer’ = ty’pitb tr’ peti 
vid-é- ‘see’ vidith vidéti 


The -é- verbs included stems in soft consonants after which é was backed to @ (2.27). 


Such stems are listed in the nonbacked -é- (-é-) form: 


bojits se 


boj-é- ‘be afraid’ bojati s¢ 
krig-€- ‘shout’ - = kritiu krigati 
lez-€- ‘lie’ leZitb * JeZati 
slyS-é- ‘hear’ slySitp slySati 
stoj-é- ‘stand’ stojits stojati 
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2.51. Verbal aspect. The contrast betweeen completion and noncompletion of action 
was expressed in Slavic through a system of aspectual distinctions (2.46). The overarching 
aspectual opposition was that between the perfective specifying a completed action and the 
unmarked imperfective.'© In addition, some nonprefixed imperfective verbs (chiefly the 
verbs of motion) distinguished between two subaspects, the nondetermined, indicating a dis- 
continuous (iterative) action, and the unmarked determined. Aspectual distinctions were ex- 
pressed through derivation, yielding pairs of imperfective and perfective verbs.'7° The for- 
mal contrast between members of such aspectual pairs was achieved through verbal 
prefixation and stem derivation. Unprefixed verbs were, as a rule, imperfective, and their pre- 
fixed derivatives were perfective. The meaning of the prefixed perfective verb resulted from 
the fusion of the verbal prefix with the underived verbal stem. It matched the meaning of the 
corresponding prefixed imperfective verb, whose stem was derived through suffixation. As 
a result, members of aspectual pairs could contain: 
(a) an unprefixed imperfective and a prefixed perfective, e.g. l’ub-i- (ipf.) ~ vz-l'ub-i- (pf.) 
‘love’; 

(b) an unprefixed perfective and an unprefixed derived imperfective, e.g. pust-i- (pf.) ~ pust' 
-a-j- (ipf.) ‘release’; 

(c) aprefixed perfective and a prefixed derived imperfective, e.g. u-stgp-i- (pf.) ~ u-stop-a-j- (ipf.) 
‘retreat’. 

In addition, derived imperfectives were often characterized by a different ablaut grade 
(usually lengthened) of the root vowel: e ~ 6,0 ~ a,b ~ i, B ~ y (2.11), e.g. po-rod-i- (pf.) 
~ po-rad’ -a-j- (ipf.) ‘give birth’, pro-zr-é- (pf.) ~ pro-zir-a-j- (ipf.) ‘regain sight’, po-ssl-a- 
(pf.) ~ po-syl-a-j- (ipf.) ‘send’. 

A few aspectual pairs were suppletive, that is, they contained etymologically unrelated 
stems, €.g. vbz-jEm-/vbz-jem- (pf.) ~ ber-/bpr-a- (ipf.) ‘take’. In addition, the testimony of 
Old Church Slavonic and other Slavic languages suggests the existence of a small number of 
biaspectual verbs, e.g. OCS /i§-i- ‘deprive’ or Ru. ran-i- ‘wound’. 


2.51.1. Verbal prefixes. Most verbal prefixes, or preverbs, functioned also as preposi- 
tions and shared with them their basic meanings: 


do- ‘up to’ ot(2)- ‘from’ 

jbz- ‘out of’ pods- ‘under’ 

mimo- ‘by the side’ _pri- ‘near’ 

na- ‘upon’ $3(n)- ‘down from’and ‘accompanying’ 
nadb- ‘over’ vz{n)- ‘inside’ 


The meaning of some preverbs differed from that of homophonous prepositions: 


o(b)- ‘around’ vs. ‘against, about’ 

po- ‘after, following’ vs. ‘after, along’ 
pro- ‘across’ vs. ‘through’ 

u- ‘away from’ vs. ‘at’ 

za- ‘beyond’ vs. ‘after, behind’ 


169. The perfective aspect has also been viewed as signaling the delimitative, comprehensive (total), or specific func- 
tion of the verb. 

170. Because of the regularity and predictability with which these pairs occur throughout Slavic, aspect, like dimin- 
utive nominal suffixation, straddles the line dividing derivation from inflection. 
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For some preverbs there were no homophonous prepositions: 


nizz- ‘down’ , vbz- ‘up{ward)’ 
orz- ‘in different directions’ _vy- ‘out of’ 
per- ‘across’ 


2.51.2. Aspectua! derivation. The evidence of individual Slavic languages suggests that 
only two verb classes, -(v)-a-j- and -ov-a-, were used in Proto-Slavic for the derivation of im- 
perfective stems from underlying perfective stems and of imperfective nondetermined (itera- 
tive) stems from underlying imperfective determined stems. The patterns of pairing of derived 
and underlying stems may generally be established with a great degree of certitude. In some 
instances, however, dialectal differences make it difficult to decide which of the competing 
patterns existed in Proto-Slavic. The examples below reflect a wide range of acceptance of a 
given pattern. They are drawn chiefly from the vocabulary of Old Church Slavonic. 

The -a-j- verbs occurred most commonly as imperfective (nondetermined) counterparts 
to perfective and imperfective determined verbs belonging to the following verb classes: 

(a) Prefixed and unprefixed perfective consonantic root verbs with the same or different 
root vocalism: 


st-b!’ud- sb-b!’ud-a-j- ‘guard’ 


ot-stk- otb-sék-a-j- “place upon’ 
o-tres- o-tres-a-j- *shake off’ 
pad-(pf.) —_ pad-a-j- ‘fall’ 

séd- (pf.) std-a-j- ‘sit’ 
jbz-bod- jbz-bad-a-j- ‘stab’ 
po-greb- = po-gréb-a-j-. “bury” 
st-plet- sb-plét-a-j- ‘intertwine’ 
per-rek- per-rék-a-j- ‘contradict’ 
OIZ-Verz- orz-vf"z-a-j- ‘open’ 


(b) Prefixed perfective sonantic root verbs with a different root vocalism: 


pro-k]’n- pro-klin-a-j- ‘curse’ 
na-Cbn- na-tin-a-j- ‘begin’ 
Vbz-bm- vbz-im-a-j- ‘take up’ 
na-dpbm- na-dym-a-j- ‘blow up’ 
u-mbr- u-mir-a-j- ‘die’ 


(c) Prefixed perfective and unprefixed perfective and imperfective -i- verbs. In these 
verbs the root-final consonant was yodized, with i in prevocalic position yielding { (2.23). 
Thus, vbz-bud-i- (pf.) ~ vez-bud’ -a-j- (ipf.) ‘awaken’: 


pri-xod-i- pri-xad’-a-j- ‘arrive’ 
po-groz-i- Ppo-groz-a-j- ‘immerse’ 
u-krép-i- u-krép!’-a-j- ‘strengthen’ 
zZa-pret-i- za-prét’-a-j- ‘order’ 
VE-pros-i- vb-pras-a-j- ‘ask’ 





136 + LANGUAGE 


gols-i- (ipf.) 
pust-i- (pf.) 
rod-i- (pf.) 
(j)av-i- (pf.) 
tvor-i- (ipf.) 


golS-a-j- 
pust'-a-j- 
rad’-a-j- 
(j)avl’-a-j- 
tvar’-a-j- 


‘call’ 

“let go’ 
‘give birth’ 
‘manifest’ 
‘create’ 


In a few verbs the root-final consonant was not yodized: 


pri-log-i- 
per-lom-i- 
O-praved-i- 
stop-i- (pf.) 
Vbz-xyt-i- 


pri-lag-a-j- 
per-lam-a-j- 
0-pravbd-a-j- 
stop-a-j- 
Vbz-xyt-a-j- 


‘attach’ 
*break’ 
‘justify’ 
‘stride’ 
‘catch’ 


(d) Prefixed and unprefixed perfective consonantic -ng- verbs. In these derivatives the 


suffix -ng- was omitted: 


jbz-tez-ng- 


u-gas-ng- 


jbz-ky[d]-ng- 


u-to[p]}-ng- 
orz-tyg-ng 


dr’z-ng- 
dbx-no- 
kos-ng- se 
klik-ng- 
thk-ng- 


jbz-€az-a-j- 
u-gas-a-j- 
jbz-kyd-a-j- 
u-tap-a-j- 
orz-tfg-a-j- 


dy'z-a-j- 
dbx-a-j- 
kas-a-j- s¢ 
klik-a-j- 
tuk-a-j- 


(e) Prefixed and unprefixed -a- verbs: 


na-kaz-a- 

po-maz-a- 
otb-sbl-a- 
Sb-zbd-a- 

Zed-a- 


na-kaz-a-j- 
po-maz-a-j- 
otb-syl-a-j- 
$b-zid-a-j- 
2ed-a-j- 


(f) Prefixed and unprefixed -é- verbs: 


orz-gor-é-se- 
po-mbn-é- 
per-ppr-é- 
Vbz-zbr-€- 
svbt-é- 


OIZ-gal-a-j- 
po-min-a-j- 
per-pir-a-j- 
Vbz-zir-a-j- 
svit-aj- 


‘disappear’ 
‘extinguish’ 
‘throw out’ 
‘drown’ 
‘tear up’ 


‘dare’ 
‘breathe’ 
‘touch’ 
‘call’ 
‘push’ 


‘instruct’ 
‘annoint’ 
‘send away’ 
*build’ 
‘thirst’ 


“flame up’ 
‘remember’ 
‘persuade’ 
‘look up’ 
“grow light’ 


The -v-a-j- verbs were a subclass of the -a-j- verbs. They formed derived imperfectives 
from verbs belonging to prefixed semivocalic root verbs. The underlying stem was that of the 


infinitive: 





orz-bi- 
Sb-pré- 
u-my- 
po-zna- 
po-Zi- 


orz-bi-v-a-j- 
Sb-gré-v-a-j- 
u-my-v-a-j- 
po-zna-v-a-j- 
po-2i-v-a-j- 
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‘break up’ 
“warm up’ 
‘wash’ 
‘recognize’ 
‘live’ 


They were also used with several irregular prefixed and unprefixed verbs: 


Vbz-sta-n-/-sta- 
bod-/by- 
dad-/da- 


vbz-sta-v-a-j-'7! 


by-v-a-j- 
da-v-a-j- 


“stand up’ 
‘be’ 
“give’ 


The -ov-a- verbs formed derived imperfectives from a small number of -i- class verbs: 


per-obraz-i- 
po-sob-i- 
u-vér-i- 
jbz-vést-i- 
po-zor-i- 


dar-i- 
gols-i- 
kup-i- 
1iS-i- 
petal-i- se 


per-obraz-ov-a- 


po-sob-ov-a 
u-vér-ov-a- 
jbz-vést-ov-a- 
po-zor-ov-a- 


dar-ov-a- 
gols-ov-a- 
kup-ov-a- 
lix-ov-a- 
petal-ov-a- se 


‘transform’ 
‘help’ 
‘believe’ 
‘announce’ 
‘observe’ 


“bestow” 
‘call’ 

‘ buy ’ 
‘deprive’ 
‘grieve’ 


The most typical subaspectual opposition was provided by the pairing of the determined 
e-grade root verbs with the nondetermined o-grade -i- class verbs: 


nes- 

ved- 

velk- 

vez- 
zen-/gbn-a- 


nos-i- 
vod-i- 
volc-i- 
voz-i- 
gon-i- 


‘carry’ 
‘lead’ 
‘drag’ 
‘transport’ 
‘chase’ 


2.52. Personal endings. The Proto-Indo-European conjugational system distinguished 
several sets of personal endings. In the indicative the endings characterizing the active voice 
were opposed to the endings of the middle voice, and the endings of the present tense, or the 
so-caled primary endings, were opposed to the endings of the preterite tenses, or the sec- 
ondary endings. Furthermore, some personal endings of the thematic conjugations were dif- 
ferent from those of the athematic one. The degree of ending differentiation varied. Thus, 
in the active voice the first- and second-person singular admitted three distinct endings, 
the third-person singular and plural distinguished two endings, and other persons and 


171. Also va2-sta-j-a-j-, The derived imperfectives of the anomalous verb déd-j- (also dé-j-, dé-n-)/dé- ‘put’ were 
formed from the stems -dé-j-a- or -dé-v-a-j-; thus the perfective o-déd’- (0-dé-j-, o-dé-n-)/o-dé- ‘wrap up, clothe’ was 
matched with the imperfective o-dé-j-a- or o-dé-v-a-j-. 
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numbers displayed one ending only. In the list below only the most differentiated forms 
are shown: 











PRIMARY 
ATHEMATIC THEMATIC 


SECONDARY 


The Proto-Slavic conjugational system, like that of Sanskrit or Ancient Greek, was rich 
in grammatical oppositions. Verbs were inherently specified for government (that is, they 
were either transitive or intransitive) and, as obligatory categories, they distinguished aspect 
and genus (that is, they were either perfective or imperfective and reflexive or nonreflexive). 
Finite verb forms were inflected for person and number and either tense or mood. Compound 
finite forms (perfect, pluperfect, conditional) distinguished gender as well. The only form 
displaying a clearly middle ending was the isolated védé ‘I know’ found in Old Church 
Slavonic (Codex Suprasliensis), Old East Slavic, Old Slovene (Freising Fragments), and Old 
Czech. The ending goes back to the Proto-Indo-European middle -d-j (cf. Greek lotiomai 
‘I wash myself’). Since védé is related to the root vid- ‘see’ (< uéid-), its meaning probably 
developed from ‘I have seen for myself’ to ‘I know’. 


2.53. Present tense. Conjugations I and II. Depending on the aspect of the verbal stem, 
the Proto-Slavic present referred to an action either contemporaneous with the moment of 
speech (imperfective) or subsequent to it (perfective). Hence it is frequently referred to as 
the nonpast tense. Its person and number endings were derived from Proto-Indo-European 
primary endings. In the thematic verbs they were added to stems extended by the present- 
tense suffix. In the root, -ng-, -a-, -ov-a-, and -a-j-/-é-j- verb classes the present-tense suffix 
was -dH,- in the first-person singular, -d- in the third-person plural, and -é- elsewhere. The 
present-tense forms of these classes are said to belong to Conjugation I. The present-tense 
forms of the -i- and -é- verb classes belong to Conjugation II. Their present-tense suffix was 
-6H,- in the first person singular and -@- elsewhere. Except for the third person plural, the 
endings were the same in both conjugations, but athematic verbs had special endings in the 
first and second person singular: 


SINGULAR 
THEMATIC ATHEMATIC 
-Q -Mb 


Cons.I Cons. I] ATHEMATIC 





-vé 
-ta 
-te 
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Table 12 provides examples of the present-tense paradigms of the athematic, root, -a-, 
-a-j-/-é-j-, and -i- verb classes. 


Table 12: Present-tense paradigms of the’verbs éd- ‘eat’, vez- ‘transport’, kaz-a- ‘explain’, 
dél-a-j- ‘do’, and nos-i- ‘carry’ in Late Proto-Slavic 


jamb (< @d-mi) vezq kazg délajg 

jasi (< &d-séj?) i i délajedi 
jasth (< &d-ti) délajet. 
javé (< éd-ué) vezevé kazevé délajevé 


jasta (< @d-ta) délajeta 
jaste (< &d-té) délajete 









CONJUGATION II 





















nosivé 
nosita 
nosite 
















nosimb 
nosite 
nosetb 


jams (< @d-min) 
jaste (< &d-té) 
jadeth (< d-nti) 


délajemb 
délajete 
dé&lajott 









Notes: (1) The first person singular -ms continues the Proto-Indo-European athe- 
matic -mi (OCS esmb, Greek efmi ‘I am’). The thematic -g goes back to the Proto-Indo- 
European thematic -dH,- > 6 (Greek phéré, Latin ferd ‘1 carry’) extended by the sec- 
ondary ! Sg. -m. In Conjugation II the sequence -i-d-m yields -j-g- without the expected 
fronting of the vowel (2.25) because of the analogical influence of the ending -g of Conju- 
gation I. 

(2) The second person singular endings were the athematic -si and thematic -3i, as in OCS 
esi ‘you are’ or neseSi ‘you carry’. The consonant § arose regularly in Conjugation Il as a re- 
sult of the retroflexion of s after i (see 2.7) and spread by analogy to Conjugation I. The fi- 
nal i (for the expected 5) could have been derived from the Proto-Indo-European second- 
person singular thematic -éi, which some scholars (Meillet 1934:253-254; Szemerényi 1989: 
250-251) see also in the Greek 2 Sg. -eis, e.g. phéreis ‘you carry’. In this explanation, the 
primary thematic ending -ei was extended in Greek by the secondary ending -s, while in 
Proto-Slavic the ending -s was extended by -éi. 

(3) In the third person singular and plural, Proto-Indo-European -f7 should yield Proto- 
Slavic -ts, and such reflexes do occur in parts of East Slavic. In Old Church Slavonic, how- 
ever, as well as in some north Russian dialects (including standard Russian), we find ¢ in- 
stead. It is likely that 3 Sg. -ts developed under the influence of the demonstrative pronoun 
t® ‘this’, which functioned also as the third person pronoun ‘he’. From there t could have 
spread analogically to the third person plural. In West Slavic and West South Slavic the end- 
ing -tz/-t% has been lost altogether. In other Slavic languages it shows varying degrees of 
staying power (2.69, 27). 

(4) The first-person dual -vé, instead of the expected -ve (< -ués), is probably analogical 
to the pronoun vé ‘we two’ (< ués). 

(5) The first person plural -mz seems to be the reflex of -mdn (cf. Attic Greek -men, as in 





140 - LANGUAGE 


phéromen ‘we carry’). The ending -mo, which appears in some Slavic languages (2.69.28) is 
probably derived from -mds, which is the more common variant of this ending in Proto-Indo- 
European (cf. Latin -mus < -mds as in ferimus ‘we carry’). 

(6) The third person plural ending of the athematic conjugation was -¢ts (< -nti). The 
ending -9fb (< -6-nti) of the root and -ng- classes spread analogically to the -a-, -ov-a-, and 
-a-j- classes, replacing the expected -¢th (< -j-&-nti < -j-d-nti). The Conjugation II ending 
-¢lb may be due to the influence of the athematic conjugation or may represent the regular 
phonetic development of -éi-1. 


2.54. Aorist. The aorist designated a completed action without affirming either its du- 
ration or resultative value. As such, it served as the narrative preterite tense. Aorist endings 
were derived from Proto-Indo-European secondary endings and were added to the infinitive 
stem. Proto-Slavic had three different aorist formations. Two of them, the root (or simple) 
and sigmatic aorists, were relics inherited from Proto-Indo-European. The third type ap- 
peared alongside the two older types and eventually replaced them, thus becoming the only 
productive aorist formation of Slavic. 

The root aorist combined the forms of the Proto-Indo-European thematic aorist and 
imperfect (cf. Vedic Sanskrit bhdram, Homeric Greek phéron ‘I carried’). Its endings were 
preceded by a thematic vowel, which was added directly to the verbal root (the suffix -ng- 
in the -ng- class verbs was omitted). Before -t and -s the thematic vowel was -é-; else- 
where it was -d-. The root aorist survived in the consonantic verbs of the root and -ng- 
classes. We know, however, from Old Church Slavonic that only in the second and third 
person singular was it used regularly with all the verbs of these classes. In other persons it 
was used sporadically with about a dozen stems, such as jad- ‘go’, léz- ‘climb’, mog- ‘be 
able’. 


Table 13: Root aorist paradigms of pad- ‘fall’ and dvig-(ng-) ‘move’ 







dvigp (< -d-m, see 2.48.1 n3b) 
dvize (< -é-s) 
dvize (< -é-t) 







1 
Sc. 2 
3 







dvigové 
padeta dvizeta 
dvizete 


Du. 










dvigomt 
padete dvizete 
dvigg (< -6-nt) 


PL. 2 






The sigmatic aorist was found with verbs of the -i- class and with sonantic and about 
twenty consonantic verbs of the root class, e.g. greb- ‘bury’, met- ‘stir’, tek- ‘run’. The end- 
ings of the sigmatic aorist were preceded by the formant -s- (hence the name “‘sigmatic”), fol- 
lowed in the first person of all numbers by the thematic vowel -d-. The root vowel of the root 
verbs was lengthened: 126 >7é46. 
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Table 14: Sigmatic aorist paradigms of the verbs bod- ‘pierce’ 
and nos-i- ‘carry’, and partial paradigms of épt- ‘read’, 
pbn-lpen-(< pr-/pén-) ‘stretch’, mpr-/mer- ‘die’, rek- ‘say’ 

in Late Proto-Slavic * 







bast (< bod-s-d-m) 
bode (root aorist) 
bode (root aorist) 


nosixt (< nds-i-s-d-m) 
nosi (< nds-i-s-s) 
nosi (< néds-i-s-t) 





Sc. 


wn — 







1 basové nosixové 
Du. 2 basta (< bGd-s-ta) nosista (< nés-i-s-ta) 
3 baste nosiste 







basom, nosixomt 
baste (< bdd-s-té) nosiste 
base (< bid-s-nt) nosiSe (< nds-i-s-nt) 


PL. 









Cisb (< kit-s-d-m) pest (< pén-s-d-m) 











PL. 2 






iste (< kit-s-té) 
tise (< kit-s-nt) 


peste (< p&n-s-té) 
pese (< pén-s-nt) 





merxb (< mér-s-d-m) réxb (< rék-s-6-m) 










réste (< rék-s-t&) 
réSe (< rék-s-pt) 


merste (< mér-s-té) 
mers¢ (< mér-s-pt) 






PL. 2 
3 


Notes: (1) Forms corresponding to the Proto-Slavic Sigmatic aorist occur in some but not 
all Indo-European languages; cf. the Greek aorist édeiksa ‘I showed’, Latin perfect dixi ‘1 
said’. Of the immediate neighbors of Proto-Slavic, this aorist does not occur in either Baltic 
or Germanic. 

(2) It is often claimed that the lengthening of the root vowel in the root- class verbs was 
the result of compensatory lengthening following the simplification of consonant clusters. Such 
a lengthening, however, is not observed in analogous situations elsewhere, e.g. Opsa > osa 
‘wasp’. It is more probable, therefore, that the lengthening was morphophonemic in nature. 

(3) There were no second and third person singular sigmatic aorist forms with the con- 
sonantic verbs of the root class; root aorist forms were used instead. 

(4) In Old Church Slavonic the second and third person singular of the sonantic verbs 
were extended by the suffix -t2, e.g. pe(tz), mré(tb). This suffix appears to have spread there 
by analogy from the third person singular present. 

The productive aorist arose within Proto-Slavic as an analogical extension of the sigmatic 
aorist of the -i- class verbs. In verbs whose infinitive stem ended in a vowel the impulse for 
this analogical development must have been provided by the forms in which -s- was pre- 
consonantal. In these environments all such verbs developed in a similar fashion. Compare 
the following forms of nos-i- ‘carry’ and dél-a-j-‘do’: . 
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Sc. 2 nosi (< nds-i-s-s) 
3 nosi (< nds-i-s-t) 
PL. 2 nosiste (< nds-i-s-té) 


déla (< d2!-d-s-s) 
déla (< dé!-a-s-t) 
délaste (< d@l-d-s-té) 


These similarities were analogically extended to forms in which -s- was prevocalic, that 
is, to environments in which the phonological development of the -i- class verbs was differ- 
ent from that of other verbs with a vocalic infinitive stem. Thus, such phonologically regu- 
lar forms as 


Sa. 1 nosixb (< nds-i-s-d-m) 
PL. 1 nosixom®» (< nds-i-s-d-mdn) 
3 nosig¢e (< nds-i-s-nt) 


led to the creation of analogical forms in such stems as kaz-a- ‘explain’, vér-ov-a- ‘believe’, 
dél-a-j- (infinitive stem dél-a-) ‘do’, vid-é- ‘see’, pbn- (infinitive stem pe-) ‘stretch’: 


vérovaxb délaxt vidéxb PeExb 
vérovaxomb délaxom. vidéxomb pexoms 


vérovase délase vidéSe pese 


Sc. 1 kazaxb 
PL. 1 kazaxoms 


3 ~=kazade 


In the consonantic verbs of the root and -ng- classes, the starting point of the analogy 
must have been the nonlengthened root aorist forms of the second and third person singular 
which, like the corresponding sigmatic aorist forms of the -i- class verbs, ended in a vowel; 
cf. the following forms of ved- ‘lead’ and nos-i- ‘carry’: 


Sa. 2 vede (< véd-é-s) nosi (< nés-i-s-s) 
3 vede (< véd-é-t) 


nosi (< nés-i-s-t) 
Such forms led to the creation of productive aorist forms in which the abstracted endings 
of the -i- class verbs were added to the nonlengthened roots of the consonantic verbs. The 
thematic vowel was -e- in West Slavic and -o- elsewhere. 









SouTH/East SLavic 










Sc. 1 vedexb vedoxb 
PL. 1 vedexomb vedoxomb 
3 vedexg (-x¢@, from vedose 


the imperfect 2.55) 


Except for the stems in r, which had sigmatic forms only, all the root verbs had produc- 
tive aorist forms, competing in some of them with one of the unproductive types (Table 15): 
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Table 15: Different aorist formations in Old Church Slavonic 


SIGMATIC 





PRODUCTIVE 







[j)i-/L j]bd- *go’ idoxt idote 
mog- ‘be able’ MOgoxb mogose 
dvig-ng- ‘move’ dvigoxb dvigose 











épt- ‘read’ CLtOxb Chtose 
[ j]lpm-/[ jle- ‘take’ 


rek- ‘say’ 


2.55. Imperfect. The imperfect (Table 16) arose as a Slavic innovation following the 
reinterpretation of the Proto-Indo-European imperfect as the Proto-Slavic root aorist. It in- 
dicated noncompletion of a past action and stressed its duration or repetition. Because of such 
a semantic specification, the imperfect was restricted almost exclusively to imperfective 
verbs. The formant of the imperfect was complex and consisted of the suffix -éa- or -aa- fol- 
lowed by the suffix -x-. The endings were those of the root aorist. 


Table 16: Paradigms of the imperfect of nes- ‘carry’, mog- ‘be able’, dél-a-j- ‘do’ 
vid-é- ‘see’, and nos-i- ‘carry’ in Late Proto-Slavic 


1 neséaxb mozZaaxb délaaxt vidéaxb nosaaxb 
Sc. 2 nestase moZaase délaase vidéase nogaase 

3 neséase mozZaase délaase vidéase nosaase 

| neséaxové moZaaxové délaaxove vidéaxové nogaaxové 
Du. 2 neséaseta moZaaseta délaaseta vidéadeta nogaaseta 

3 neséaSete moZaasete délaasete vidéasete nosaasete 

1 neséaxomb mozZaaxomb délaaxomn vidéaxomt nosaaxomp 
PL. 2 neséasete modZaasete délaasete vidéaSete nosaasete 

3 neséaxQ mozZaaxg délaaxg vidéaxg nosaaxg 


Notes: (1) The -a-, -ov-a- and -é- verbs formed the imperfect on the infinitive stem, while 
the -ng- and some irregular verbs formed it on the present-tense stem. The imperfect of other 
verb classes could be interpreted as being based on either stem. It appears, however, that the 
oldest imperfects were built on the present-tense stem. After the loss of the intervocalic yod 
in the -a-j- class verbs (see note 4) the present-tense stem was reinterpreted as the infinitive 
stem, thus providing the model for other classes. 

(2) The endings of the imperfect were taken over from the root aorist, which consisted of 
the Proto-Indo-European secondary endings preceded by a thematic vowel. 

(3) The suffix -x- appears to have been introduced into the imperfect from the productive 
aorist. 
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(4) There is no agreement on the origin of the suffixes -éa- and -aa-. It is likely that the 
suffix was abstracted from the combination of a stem vowel and a Proto-Indo-European sta- 
tive suffix -é- (LPSI. -é-). This suffix appeared in the stative verbs of the -é- class, e.g. sédéti 
‘to be sitting’ (cf. Latin sedére ‘to be sitting’, manére ‘to remain’), in the infinitive jaméti ‘to 
have’, contrasted with the present jsmamp ‘I have’ (cf. Old High German hAabén ‘to have’), 
and in bé-, the imperfective aorist stem of the verb byri ‘to be’ (see note 6). It was also pres- 
ent in the Latin imperfect, e.g. legébam ‘I was reading’, agébam ‘I was acting’. 

For the verbs of the -a-j- class, the phonetic development could be viewed in two ways. 
The stative suffix -é- could have been added to the yod of the present-tense stem and changed 
to d after it (2.27). After the intervocalic yod was lost, the present-tense stem was reinter- 
preted as the infinitive stem, and this formation spread by analogy to the -a-, -ov-a-, and -é- 
verb classes. Alternatively, the stative suffix was added to the final vowel of the infinitive 
stem of the -a-, ov-a-, -a-j-, and -é- classes, and a prothetic yod developed between the two 
vowels, causing the change é > d. In either case, the loss of the intervocalic yod could lead 
to the contraction of the two vowels in hiatus. Thus, @@ > ajé > aja > aa (with a possible 
contraction to a) and é@ > éjé@ > éja > éa (with a possible contraction to é or d [#)). 

With the verbs of the root, -ng-, and -i- classes, the addition of the stative suffix -é- should 
yield neséxb, moZaxt (< mdg-é-x-d-m), dvignéx, nosaxb (< nds-i-é-x-d-m), and such forms 
do in fact occur. Under the influence of the imperfects of the other verb classes, however, these 
forms were extended by the vowel a, yielding neséaxb, mozaaxb, dvignéaxb, nosaaxb. 

(5S) Therefore, such imperfect forms as neséxb, mozZaxb, nosaxb, bijaxb, Zivéxb, idéxb 
could represent the older state of the language, before their extension by the vowel a. On the 
other hand, one cannot exclude the possibility that these forms were derived from the younger 
forms neséaxb, mozaaxb, noSaaxb, bijaaxb, Zivéaxb, idéaxb, with a contraction of the se- 
quences éa or aa paralleling the development of such clearly contracted forms as délaxs, 
délage from délaaxn, délaase. 

(6) A special case was that of the verb ‘to be’ whose forms with the stative suffix -@- took 
the endings of the productive aorist and were interpreted as the imperfective aorist, while the 
younger forms, which occurred in the third person only, were interpreted as the imperfect and 
were so inflected. Here are the third-person forms of the two paradigms: 


IMPERFECTIVE AORIST 
bé 


béste 
béSe¢ 






IMPERFECT 





2.56. Imperative. Proto-Slavic was alone among the Indo-European languages to derive 
its imperative from the Proto-Indo-European optative mood. In the athematic verbs the Proto- 
Indo-European optative took secondary personal endings preceded by the optative suffix -ié- 
(Sg.)/-i- (Du. and Pi.); in the thematic verbs the optative suffix was -6-i-. This distinction was 
retained in the Proto-Slavic imperative, but with a number of analogical levelings. In the the- 
matic conjugation the Proto-Indo-European sequence -6-7- yielded the diphthong -di-, whose 
length may be inferred from its subsequent development into an acute monophthong. After i 
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(that is, in the -a-, -ov-a, and -a-j- classes) the diphthong -di- was fronted to -éi- and mon- 
ophthongized to -7, e.g. zna-j- ‘know’ formed 2 Sg. Impv. zna-j-i (< znd-i-éi-s < 2nd-i-di-s) 
and 2 Pl. Impv. zna-j-i-te (< znd-j-@-té < znd-j-6i-té). In the athematic conjugation the suf- 
fix -j-@- (Sg.) was replaced by -ji- which was either derived from -j-d-i-, with the expected 
fronting of 6, or was analogical to -i- (Du. and Pi.), e.g. da-/ dad- ‘give’ formed 2 Sg. Impv. 
dad' i <. dad-i-i-s (OCS dazdi, shortened eventually to daZds), 2 Pl. dadite < dad-i-té. 

This development made -i- the favorite formant of the imperative, leading to its spread 
to other imperative formations. Thus, in the singular of the root and -ng- classes, -é,-, re- 
sulting from the monophthongization of -di-, was analogically replaced by -i-, e.g. OCS 
2 Sg. Impv. beri ‘take!’, raci ‘say!’, dvigni ‘move!’ (versus OCS 2 Pl. beréte, rbcéte, 
dvignéte). The Old Church Slavonic forms rsci (of rek- ‘say’) or mo3i (of mog- ‘be able’) 
show that the analogical replacement of -é,- by -i- took place after the second palatalization 
of velars. The suffix -i- also occurred with all the imperative forms of Conjugation II verbs, 
e.g. 2 Sg. nosi (< nds-i-s), nosite ‘carry!’; mbni (< min-i-s), mbnite ‘think!’. 


2.57. Infinitive and supine. The morphologically least marked verbal forms were the 
infinitive and the supine. Like all the nonfinite forms, they were not inflected for person, 
tense, or mood. In fact, they distinguished only aspect and genus, the two obligatory cate- 
gories of the verb. The infinitive and supine endings, -ti and -t respectively, were originally 
case forms of Proto-Indo-European deverbal nouns in the suffix -t-, inflected as the -i- and 
-ii- stems respectively. The form of the supine and its function (specification of goal or pur- 
pose with verbs of motion) point to the accusative singular in -iim as its Proto-Indo-European 
source (Meillet 1934:242). The specific case from which the infinitive was derived is more 
difficult to establish. Its semantic affinity is with the dative; however, the acute i of the in- 
finitive ending (exemplified by the oxytonic stress of such Russian infinitives as bijust{ ‘to 
guard’, rasti ‘to grow’) suggests that it was derived from the long diphthong é, which char- 
acterizes the ending of the locative singular (2.48.1).'72 The infinitive tended to displace the 
functionally more restricted supine and, unlike the latter, remained in most Slavic languages. 
It also influenced the phonetic development of the supine in the velar stems of the root class 
verbs. Thus, the Old Church Slavonic reflex of the Proto-Slavic supine pék-t-ii-m of pek- 
‘bake’ was pest» (rather than the expected *peth) by analogy to the infinitive pesti (< PSI. 
pet’i < pék-t-@j; 2.35). Because of its semantic and formal simplicity, the infinitive is tradi- 
tionally used as the citation (“dictionary”) form of the Slavic verb. 


2.58. Participles. Participles combined the functions of verbs with those of adjectives. 
They were inflected for the adjectival categories of case, number, gender, and specificity and 
for the verbal categories of aspect, genus, and tense. Participial tense distinctions, however, 
were defined in relative rather than absolute terms: actions contemporaneous with the tense 
of the main verb were expressed by present participles, while actions anterior to it were ex- 
pressed by past participles. In addition, transitive verbs showed distinctions of voice (active 
vs. passive), and past active participles were-either resultative or nonresultative. These dis- 
tinctions yielded five participles: present active, present passive, past active nonresultative, 
past active resultative, and past passive."73 


172. In favoring the dative Meillet (1934:242) was guided by semantic criteria, while Vaillant (1966: 127), opting for 
the locative, gave precedence to forma! considerations. : 

173. The Church Slavonic form by¥¢stee (< bhii-s-j-nt-j-) ‘about to be’ suggests the existence in Proto-Slavic of a 
future participle of byti ‘to be’ containing the Proto-Indo-European future-tense suffix -s-j-. Similar participial forms are 
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The present active participle was marked by the Proto-Indo-European suffix -nt- (cf. 
Latin amdns, amantis ‘loving’) added to the present-tense stem and, except in the nomina- 
tive singular masculine/neuter, extended by the suffix -j-. In verbs of Conjugation I the 
present-tense suffix was -d-, which in the nominative singular masculine/neuter fronted to 
-é- after soft consonants (that is, in the -a-, -ov-a-, and -a-j-/-8-j- verb classes) but was re- 
tained by analogy in the other cases (2.52 note 6). In verbs of Conjugation II the present-tense 
suffix was -éj-. In the athematic verbs the original formant of the present active participle 
must have been -¢f- < -nt-. Its only trace, however, is the rare OCS véde ‘knowing’; more 
recent forms show an analogical thematic -gt- < -d-nt-. 

The declension of the present active participle followed the Proto-Indo-European conso- 
nantal (athematic) type in the endings -s (Nom. Sg. M), -@ (Nom. Sg. N), -i-@ (Nom. Sg. F), 
-és (Nom. Pi. M), and the vocalic (thematic) type -i-d- (M/N) and -i-a- (F) in the other cases. 
The vowel d in -d-nt-s (Nom. Sg. M) and -d-nt-@ (Nom. Sg. N) is expected to be lengthened 
and raised (4, > y, 2.48.1, note 3.a). This is how it develops in South Slavic but not in East 
Slavic or Czech/Slovak, where instead of -y we find -a. Since -a occurred also sporadically in 
Old Polish (next to -¢), one could posit an Early Proto-Slavic dialect isogloss separating the 
South Slavic -Z, (with vowel raising) from the North Slavic 5 (without vowel raising or nasal- 
ization). Alternatively, this discrepancy may be explained as a late East Slavic and Czech/ 
Slovak analogical accommodation to the nominative singular masculine/neuter of other verb 
classes in which -¢- > -d (cf. nosg > nosd of nos-i- ‘carry’). Since Polish retains nasal vow- 
els, the Old Polish -a forms would have to be considered borrowings from Old Czech. 


Table 17: Present active participle indefinite forms 
of mog- ‘be able’, dél-a-j- ‘do’, nos-i- ‘carry’ 
in Late Proto-Slavic 











Nom. Sc. M/N mogy/moga délaje nose 
Nom. Sc. F mogot’i délajot’i noset’i 
Nom. PL. M mogot’e délajot’e noset’e 


Gen. Sc. M/N mogot’a délajot’a nose¢t’a 














The present passive participle was formed from the present-tense stem of transitive, 
mostly imperfective verbs by the addition of the suffix -m- to the thematic present-tense suf- 
fixes -6- (Conjugation I) and -éj- (Conjugation II). The suffix -d- fronted to -é- after soft con- 
sonants (that is, in the -a-, -ov-a-, and -a-j-/-é-j- verb classes); the suffix -éj- was monoph- 
thongized to -i-. Athematic verbs showed an analogical -d-. The declension was that of the 
-6- (M/N) and -a- (F) stems. 

Following are several Late Proto-Slavic nominative singular masculine present passive 
participle indefinite forms: nes- ‘carry’, nesoms; dél-a-j- ‘do’, délajems; vid-é- ‘see’, 
vidim; véd- ‘know’, védoms. 

The past active participle was derived from the Proto-Indo-European suffix -its-/-ués-/- 
uds-. In Slavic this suffix was simplified to -iis-/-uiis- and extended by -j- in forms other than 
the nominative singular masculine/neuter (cf. the present active participle), yielding -25-/- 
vbs-. It was added to the infinitive stem. The suffix -25- occurred with the -i-, the consonan- 


also found in Old Czech. They allow us to posit a Balto-Slavic future-tense formation *bhil-s-j-dm yielding Lith. bitsiu ‘I 
will be’ and a hypothetical Slavic *byig. 
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tic and sonantic root, and consonantic -ng- classes, with -vz5- occurring elsewhere. In the 
-i- class verbs the stem final i became j before a vowel, causing the expected yodization 
changes (2.23). As in the present active participle, the declension was consonantal in the nom- 
inative singular of all genders and in the nominative plural masculine; in other cases it fol- 
lowed the vocalic -i-d- (M/N) and -j-d- (F) stem declensions. 


Table 18: Selected Late Proto-Slavic past active participle indefinite forms of ved- ‘lead’, 
pbn-/pen- ‘stretch’, dvig-(ng-) ‘move’, pros-i- ‘ask’, dél-a-j- ‘do’, vid-é- ‘see’ 







vedb pen. dvigb pross délav, vidévb 

vednsi pentsi dvigtsi progssi délav3i vidévisi 
vedbSe pennse dvigsse prosnse délavise vidévnse 
délavnsa vidévisa 


Nom. Sc. M/N 
Nom. Sc. F 
Nom. PL. M 
Gen. Sc. M/N 





The resultative or perfect participle is the most striking example of the tension between ad- 
jectival and verbal functions of participles. Its formant was the suffix -/- (2.47.4.g), which in 
Proto-Indo-European was adjectival. Its use in deverbative formations, however, favored the 
development of the participial function. It is for this reason that Slavic -!- forms combine ad- 
jectival and verbal meanings. Thus, the Russian phrase Kak on smel can mean “How bold he 
is!’ with the adjective smel (plural smély) or ‘How did he dare!’ with the past tense of the verb 
smet’ ‘to dare’ (plural sméli). Similarly, the Russian adjective prélyj ‘foreign’ or Polish adjec- 
tive przyszty ‘future’ uses the same stem as the past tense of the verb ‘to come’ (Russian prijtf, 
Polish przyjs¢), which, being derived from the Proto-Slavic perfect tense (2.58), contains the 
suffix -/-. The resultative participle was formed on the infinitive stem. Its declension was that 
of the -d- (M/N) and -d- (F) stems. The adjectival meaning develops among intransitive verbs: 
ved-(ng-) ‘fade’, ved-l- ‘faded’; zhréj- ‘ripen’, zpré-[- ‘mature’; gor-é- ‘burn’, goré-I- ‘burned’. 

The past passive participle was formed with the suffixes -t- or -n- added to the infinitive 
stem. The declension was that of the -d- (M/N) and -a- (F) stems. The distribution of suffixes 
was as follows: -t- with the sonantic verbs of the root class, -f- or -n- with the semivocalic 
verbs of the root class, -n- elsewhere. The root diphthong in the sonantic verbs was in the 
zero ablaut grade. In -i-, semivocalic root, and consonantic root and -ng- verbs the suffix -n- 
was linked to the stem by the thematic vowel -é- preceded in the semivocalic verbs by either 
i or u. The stem-final -i- of the -i- stems became -j-, causing yodization changes in the pre- 
ceding consonant (2.23). 


Table 19: Selected nominative singular masculine past passive participle 
indefinite forms in late Proto-Slavic 

jbm-ljem- ‘seize’, jeth (< m-) 
ter-iter- ‘rub’, tr’te (< tr’-) 


+t- pbn-/pen- ‘stretch’, pete (< pn-) 
pbr-lper- ‘push’, py'th (< py’-) _ , 
-t-/-n- bij- ‘beat’, bite/ bijent Cuj- ‘feel’, Cutz/euvens 


u-kaz-a- ‘indicate’, ukazanb 
sb-dél-a-j- ‘make’, spdélanb 


pri-ved- ‘lead up’, priveden 
dar-ov-a- ‘donate’, darovanb 
-n- dvig-(ng-) ‘move’, dviZent/dvignovenb—. 


rod-i- ‘give birth’, rod’ enb 


jbz-nos-i- ‘carry out’, joznosens 
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2.59. Compound verbal categories. In its verbal function the resultative participle was 
used in compound verbal categories, expressing relative temporal or situational values. Such 
compound verbal categories consisted of the participle, which retained its gender distinc- 
tions, and an auxiliary, which was a finite form of the verb ‘to be’. 

The perfect indicated a connection between the past and the moment of speech. The verb 
‘to be’ was in the present tense: 


3Sc. M nesib jestb ‘he has carried’ 
F nesla jestp ‘she has carried’ 
N neslo jestp ‘it has carried’ 


The pluperfect indicated the earlier of two past actions. The verb ‘to be’ was in the im- 
perfect or imperfective aorist: 


3Sc. M nesip béaSe/bé *he had carried’ 
F nesla béaSe/bé ‘she had carried’ 
N neslo béaSe/bé ‘it had carried’ 


The second (exact) future indicated the earlier of two future actions. The verb ‘to be’ was 
used in its future tense formed on the stem bgd- inflected according to the root verb class: 


3Sc. M neslp bedet» “he will have carried’ 
F nesla bodeth ‘she will have carried’ 
N neslo bodetb ‘it will have carried’ 


The conditional was used as an optative and in irreal ‘if’ clauses. The verb ‘to be’ was in 
the optative formed on the special stem bi- or, in younger texts, in the productive aorist. The op- 
tative was inflected according to the athematic conjugation and in Old Church Slavonic had the 
forms Sg. bimp, bi, bi and Pi. bims, biste, bg. The forms of the aorist were Sg. byx», by, by; Du. 
byxové, bysta, byste; P|. byxoms, byste, by5¢. Thus, the conditional Zils (Zila, Zilo) bi/by could 
be used as an optative ‘would that he (she, it) lived!’ or as a conditional ‘if he (she, it) had lived’. 


2.60. Verbal substantive. The verbal substantive was an -i-d- stem neuter substantive 
formed by the addition of the suffix -£j- (< -Zi-)'74 to the stem of the past passive participle. 


Table 20: Selected nominative singular forms of 
verbal substantives in Late Proto-Slavic 


jbm-/jem- ‘seize’ jetije ‘seizure’ 

bij- ‘beat’ bitbje/bijenbje ‘the beating’ 
pri-nes- ‘bring’ prinesentje ‘the bringing’ 
dvig-(ng-) ‘move’ dviZenbje ‘movement’ 
u-kaz-a- ‘indicate’ ukazanbje ‘indication’ 
dél-a-j- ‘do’ délanbje ‘the doing’ 
mbn-é- ‘consider’ mbnénbje ‘consideration’ 
nos-i- ‘carry’ nogenbje ‘the carrying’ 


174. In accordance with the alternation rule of tense jers, the suffix -£/- could also appear as -ij- (2.42). 
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Unlike the past passive participle, however, which was typically formed from transitive verbs 
only, the verbal substantive was formed from both transitive and intransitive verbs. Like other 
substantives, the verbal substantive was inflected for case and number in addition to being 
marked for aspect and genus, the obligatory categories of the verb. 


2.61. Syntactic reconstruction. In reconstructing the phonology or morphology of a 
language we do not search for absolute values of individual sounds or grammatical cate- 
gories. Considered in isolation such values are not recoverable. Instead, our goal is to re- 
construct phonological or grammatical systems of comparable and interrelated elements. 
Such systems, or paradigms, allow the linguist to view segments of linguistic structure in the 
context of a larger whole, to determine the relations among these segments, and to define 
thereby their place and function in the structure of language. To take an example from the 
vocalic paradigm of Early Proto-Slavic, the vowel d is considered short, back, and low only 
in so far as it contrasts with other vowels of the inventory, the long d, the front é and the high 
u. It is only through such a relativistic but systemic approach that the linguist may gain veri- 
fiable insights into the absolute values of individual sounds or grammatical categories and be 
reasonably certain that the reconstructed forms did in fact exist. 

In contrast to phonology and morphology, the organizing principle of syntax is not para- 
digmatic. There are, to be sure, areas, such as the grammatical categories, where syntax in- 
tersects with morphology and where paradigms do enter into the descriptive process. There 
also exist stable patterns of relations among words in sentences or in segments of sentences, 
referred to as syntactic constructions. The fact remains, however, that syntactic constructions 
are not, for the most part, organized paradigmatically. This deprives the syntactician of the 
verification mechanism that is so useful in assessing the viability of phonological and mor- 
phological reconstructions. It also explains why syntactic reconstruction has occupied such 
a modest place in historical investigations. 

There are other reasons for the diffidence with which historians of language propose and 
evaluate syntactic reconstructions. In the first place, it is difficult to define with any certainty the 
upper limit of Late Proto-Slavic. If Slavic linguistic unity ended before the Moravian mission 
(mid-ninth century), that is, about two or three centuries after the breakup of Slavic tribal unity, 
then Old Church Slavonic must be viewed as a literary language in its own right, descended 
from the southeastern dialect of Late Proto-Slavic. In this view, Late Proto-Slavic would be con- 
sidered a spoken vehicle of pre-literary communication. If, however, Slavic linguistic unity is 
deemed to have extended into the tenth century and to have encompassed the language of the 
Cyrillo-Methodian translations, then we would have to include in our view of Late Proto-Slavic 
the mature and sophisticated literary output characterizing its southeastern dialect. 

Such divergent views on the nature of Late Proto-Slavic affect the selection of sources 
on which a syntactic reconstruction is based. Whichever eventuality one adopts, one has to 
consider the evidence of Old Church Slavonic, the oldest variety of recorded Slavic, and to 
come to grips with the fact that all Old Church Slavonic texts are translations, often slavishly 
literal, from Greek or Latin. In this situation the task of sifting what was natively Slavic from 
what was transplanted, of separating what was common Slavic from what was regionally cir- 
cumscribed, is crucial to the success of the reconstructing enterprise. There is also the dan- 
ger that in the absence of definite criteria for the performance of these tasks, the investiga- 
tor’s initial vision of the nature of Late Proto-Slavic-may be allowed to intrude upon the 
research and color the conclusions. 
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To illustrate these difficulties, let us turn our attention to the (Old) Church Slavonic par- 
ticipial construction known as the dative absolute. This construction formed a dependent 
clause in which a temporal or causal circumstance was expressed by a noun in the dative case 
modified by a participle (e.g. OCS glagol’ gStju emu ‘when/because he was speaking’). Al- 
though we have reliable paradigmatic evidence that participles existed in Proto-Slavic as a 
category inherited from Proto-Indo-European, can we be certain that the dative absolute con- 
struction existed there too? If one assumes that Late Proto-Slavic was an exclusively spoken 
language, one would have to conclude that a literary construction like the dative absolute is 
not native and that it was probably borrowed and adapted from the equivalent Greek con- 
struction, albeit with the dative instead of the Greek genitive. Its occurrence in medieval East 
Slavic and medieval Czech would then have to be explained as an instance of Old Church 
Slavonic influence. This view, adopted by many scholars, is opposed by those who cite the 
occurrence of absolute constructions in various Indo-European languages (dative absolute in 
Slavic and Germanic, genitive absolute in Greek, ablative absolute in Latin, locative absolute 
in Sanskrit). Such a wide compass suggests to them that all the particular instances of ab- 
solute constructions are descended from a common Proto-Indo-European ancestor whose 
obligatory oblique case found different expressions in different languages. 

Given the ambiguity of Old Church Slavonic evidence, investigators have turned to other 
sources. Especially promising are those ancient Slavic texts that were least susceptible to 
non-Slavic literary influences, for instance, some varieties of Old East Slavic. Another use- 
ful source of information may be found in the syntax of modern Slavic dialects that are rel- 
atively free of outside interference. Important, too, is comparative evidence from other Indo- 
European languages, above all from Baltic, which was joined with Slavic in a period of shared 
development. Here, however, a word of caution is in order: our first records of Baltic are so 
late (Prussian from the fifteenth century, Lithuanian even later) that they may reflect Slavic 
syntactic models due to several centuries of political and cultural domination emanating from 
Rus’ and Poland. 

Descriptions of syntactic constructions may be couched in semantic, syntactic, or mor- 
phosyntactic terms. Such general notions as agent, patient, beneficiary, and duration (of an 
action) are semantic; elements of sentence structure such as subject, direct or indirect object, 
predicate, and complement are syntactic; morphosyntactic terms include such grammatical 
categories as gender, person, and tense (2.46). Thus, in the clause jazloviti rybg ‘to catch a 
fish’ rybg could be described in semantic terms as the patient, in syntactic terms as the direct 
object, or in morphosyntactic terms as the accusative singular. 


2.62. Syntactic constructions. Some syntactic relations were expressed by a system of 
rection (government), whereby a verb, noun, or preposition required a particular form of a 
noun—its case. Features of rection also defined the distinction between transitive and in- 
transitive verbs, the latter specifying an obligatory absence of the direct object. Distinctions 
of rection were an inherent feature of the verb. 

The opposition between the grammatical notions of subject and direct object was ex- 
pressed by the distinction between the nominative case of the subject and the accusative or 
genitive cases of the direct object. By contrast, the semantic notions of agent and patient were 
not correlated with particular cases. The different parameters used in the definition of the 
grammatical (morphological and syntactic) and semantic notions determined the different 
functions of the reflexive and passive constructions. The subject-oriented reflexive construc- 
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tions, in contrast to the nonreflexive constructions, indicated the centrality of the subject in the 
action or state expressed by the verb and neutralized the opposition between the agent and the 
patient. The patient-oriented passive constructions, in contrast to the active constructions, con- 
tained an obligatory patient expressed by the nominative of the subject and an optional agent 
expressed by an oblique case or a prepositional phrase. Thus, the subject could designate the 
agent in active constructions: Zena sppase otrokp ‘a woman saved the boy’, the patient in 
passive constructions: otroks bysts sbpasen® ‘the boy was saved’ or either of these terms in 
reflective constructions: otrokn s¢ sbpase ‘the boy saved himself’ or ‘the boy was saved’. 

While the opposition between the transitive and intrasitive verbs is one of rection, the 
oppositions between reflexive and nonreflexive verbs and between passive and active con- 
structions are ones of verbal genus and voice respectively. These oppositions existed in a hi- 
erarchical rather than coordinate relationship as represented in the diagram below in which 
the lower branches are subordinated to the higher ones and the marked members of an op- 
position are on the left: 





Nonreffexive 





Reflexive 








RECTION Intransitive Transitive 


Passive Active 


As indicated in the diagram, all verbs distinguished genus, but only nonreflexive verbs 
distinguished rection and only transitive verbs distinguished voice (2.46). 

In addition to personal constructions, that is, constructions with a subject expressed by a 
noun or pronoun or contained in the verbal inflectional ending (see below), Proto-Slavic had 
impersonal (or subjectless) constructions which neutralized the categories of person, num- 
ber, and gender, expressing them by the third-person singular (neuter), the least marked fi- 
nite form of the verbal paradigm. Impersonal verbs were either intransitive or reflexive. They 
occurred in predications indicating involuntary or natural phenomena: ne xo’ ets s¢ ‘there is 
no desire’, mbnitp s¢ ‘it seems’, grbmitb ‘there is thunder’, smr' ditb ‘there is a stench’. 

The position of subject was typically filled by a nominal phrase in the nominative case, 
the position of predicate by a finite form of a verb or a nominal clause functioning as a pred- 
icative complement. A nominal phrase filling the position of the predicate was joined to the 
subject by the copula, typically the verb ‘to be’ in the third person. In some instances the cop- 
ula in the present tense was omissible (Isatenko 1955). In personal constructions, the cate- 
gory of person was expressed by inflectional endings of the first and second person forms 
allowing for the omission of the subject pronoun: véms ‘! know’, vési ‘thou knowest’. 
Overt expression of the pronominal subject was reserved for emphasis: az% vémb ‘I know’, 
ty vési ‘thou knowest’. = 

Nouns (typically substantives) were modified by adjectives, gendered pronouns, numer- 
als from 1 to 4, and participles in attributive constructions in.which the modifiers agreed with 
noun heads in case, number, and gender. Attributive adjectives were either indefinite (nomi- 
nal) or definite (pronominal), the latter indicating prior knowledge of the head noun. The 

marked definite adjectives were formed by combining the nominal form of the adjective with 
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the appropriate form of the anaphoric pronoun j- (2.49.1). Thus, dobra ucenikp/dobra 
ucenica ‘a good pupil’ vs. dobréjp uéenikn/dobraja uéenica ‘the good pupil (known to the 
addressee)’. 

Verbs were modified by adverbs, a large class of uninflected modifiers derived from pro- 
nouns, adjectives, or substantives. Pronominal adverbs were derived from pronouns, such as 
the anaphoric jp ‘that which is known’, interrogative ks, quantitative vass/vess ‘all’, demon- 
Strative (2 ‘this’, ovb ‘that’, sb ‘this here’, ons ‘that yonder’ (2.48.2), and special pronomi- 
nal suffixes: -de ‘place of rest’, -amo ‘motion to’, -gdu/-edé ‘motion from’, -gda ‘time when’, 
-ako ‘manner’, -/- ‘quantity’.'7> These suffixes were added either to the stem of the pronoun 
(vocalic suffixes) or to the accusative singular masculine or neuter (consonantal suffixes). 
Thus, f-/to ‘this’ formed the following adverbs: samo ‘thither’, todu/todé ‘from there’, togda 
‘then’, tako ‘so’, tolb/toli ‘so much’. Adjectival adverbs were a productive class formed from 
the accusative and locative singular neuter of indefinite (nominal) adjectives, e.g. dobro and 
dobré ‘well’, soldko and soldncé ‘sweetly’. The adjectives in -ask- formed adverbs of man- 
ner from the instrumental plural in -y (-d- stems), e.g. slovénbsky ‘in Slavic’.'7© Substantival 
adverbs were frozen case forms of substantives denoting time or place. They were typically 
accusatives or locatives singular, e.g. dbnb sb ‘today’ (accusative), goré ‘above’ (locative); 
however, other cases occurred as well, e.g. domovi ‘homeward’ (dative), not’bjg ‘at night’ 
(instrumental). 

According to the testimony of early Slavic literary monuments, negation did not have to 
be doubled, as is the case in modern Slavic languages. Thus, Old Church Slavonic niknto Ze 
mozetb ‘nobody can’ corresponds to modern Russian nikté ne mdZet. Whether the lack of 
doubling of negation was a native Slavic construction or was borrowed from Greek remains 
an open question. 

Questions demanding a yes-or-no answer included as their minimum requirement the 
foregrounding of the word inquired about and a rising phrasal intonation, e.g. otrokn jpzlovi 
rybo? ‘did the boy catch a fish?’, jpzlovi otrokt rybg? ‘did the boy catch a fish?’ For greater 
emphasis an enclitic interrogative particle (e.g. li) followed the first stressed word in the 
clause, e.g. vidisi rékg? ‘Do you see the river?’ or vidiSi li rékg? ‘Do you see the river?’ Other 
questions were introduced by interrogative words containing the Slavic reflexes & or ¢ of the 
Proto-Indo-European interrogative root &”- (English wh-). They included gendered pro- 
nouns, e.g. ¢Bj- ‘whose’, kolik- ‘to what degree’, kotor- ‘which (of a number)’, k£/- ‘which’; 
nongendered pronouns, e.g. ésto ‘what’, kato ‘who’ (2.48.2); and adverbs, e.g. kako ‘like 
what’, kams/kamo ‘where to’, kgdé/kgdu ‘where from’, kde ‘where’. 

Relative clauses were introduced by the anaphoric pronoun j- ‘that which is known’ and 
its derivatives, followed by the relativizing particle Ze/Zn, e.g. otroke jpZe bysth sbpasenb 
‘the boy who was saved’, Zena joze vidéxb ‘the woman whom I saw’, otroks jemuze otbCb 

jest umr' lp ‘the boy whose father died’, mésto jade jesth umr' lz ‘the place where he died’. 
In agreement with the law of open syllables, which brought about the shifting of morpheme 
boundaries (2.20), the pronoun j- occurring after prepositions was replaced by n’- (from 
n-j-), e.g. pon’ eze (< *po je Ze) ‘because of that’, don’ sdeze (< *do jade Ze) ‘until when’.!77 


175. Adverbs with -i- appeared usually as case forms of the -I- stem declension, often extended by the particle k(o). 

176. The instrumenta! plural in -s:ni (-I- stems) is also found in the adverbial function, e.g. OCS velpmi ‘much’. 

177. This altemation began as an automatic transfer of n from the syllable-final position to the syllable-initial posi- 
tion. At first it affected the prepositions kan- ‘toward’, sta- ‘with’, and van ‘in’ but was later extended by analogy to all 
prepositions. 
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Also used in the relativizing function were interrogative words, usually without the particle 
Ze/%b, e.g. ne znajg Eeso dati ‘1 do not know what to give’, t kpfo xot’ etb ‘he who wishes’, 
mésto kbde Ziveth ‘the place where (s)he lives’. 


2.63. Use of cases. Outside of prepositional phrases, cases had the following principal 
functions: 

The nominative was the case of the subject and of the predicative complement, e.g. fa 
Zena bé neplody ‘this woman was barren’. 

The accusative was a typical case of the direct object, e.g. orati pol’e ‘to plow a field’, 
roditi dot’ ert ‘to give birth to a daughter’. It appeared also in predicative apposition to the 
direct object, e.g. obrete jb stdorvs ‘(s)he found him (to be) healthy’. This construction, 
known as the “double accusative,” occurred in Old Church Slavonic and Old East Slavic. The 
accusative of measure is known chiefly from temporal expressions, e.g. truditi se goding 
(diva dbni, peth donb, vbsb Zivot) ‘to work for an hour (two days, five days, all one’s life’). 
In spatial expressions the accusative was used after verbs of motion: iti vin ‘to go outside’. 
The accusative singular neuter of indefinite (nominal) adjectives formed adverbs of manner: 
tajbno ‘secretly’, [épo ‘handsomely’, boso ‘barefoot’, rano ‘early’. 

The genitive was a quantifying case. In this function it contrasted with the accusative as 
a direct object of verbs, e.g. ukrade séno (Acc.) ‘(s)he stole hay’ but ukrade séna (Gen.) ‘(s)he 
stole some hay’. The genitive functioned also as an object of quantifying words, e.g. malo 
séna ‘a little hay’, including numerals (from ‘five’ up), e.g. petb synové ‘five sons’. It was 
also used as the complement of verbs containing an element of quantification, that is, verbs 
whose domain over their object was not complete. Such were the negated transitive verbs, 
e.g. ne dati vody ‘not to give any water’; verbs of durative perception, e.g. slusati sloves® ‘to 
listen to words’; verbs of desire’, e.g. Zedati vody ‘to thirst for water’; the supine, €.g. prijiti 
lovits rybs ‘to come (in order) to catch fish’; and the verbal substantive, e.g. lovi’ enbje rybp 
‘the catching of fish’. In possessive and partitive functions the genitive marked the subordi- 
nated noun, e.g. noZs otbca ‘father’s knife’, éa5a vody ‘a cup of water’. 

In certain marked environments, the genitive replaced the accusative as the case of the 
direct object. One such situation occurred when the falling together of the nominative and 
accusative singular endings of the masculine -d-/-j-6- stems (-2/-b) and -ii- stems (-2) cre- 
ated a potential confusion between the subject and the direct object. To preserve the distinc- 
tion, the accusative ending was replaced by the genitive ending (-a) in nouns denoting male 
persons, that is, in phrases in which both the subject and the object were equally likely to per- 
form the action. Thus, the genitive ending in mojb bratrs sbréte potbnika ‘my brother met a 
(male) traveler’ contrasted with the regular accusative ending in moj bratrb sbréte petbnice 

‘my brother met a (female) traveler’ or mojp bratrp ubi vik» ‘my brother killed a wolf’. The 
resulting accusative/genitive syncretism led to the creation of the masculine personal or vir- 
ile subgender. This process continued in the histories of individual Slavic languages culmi- 
nating in the creation of the (masculine) animate subgender. 

The dative was a directional case and, as such, served as the case of the indirect object, 
e.g. dad’b jemu vody ‘give him water!’ Jt also indicated the agent/beneficiary in impersonal 
constructions, e.g. jemu s¢ ne xbf eth ‘he does not feel like it’, and functioned as the head 
noun in “dative with infinitive” constructions, e.g. tomu ne byti ‘this will not happen’. The 
beneficiary aspect of the dative led to its use in the possessive function, ¢.g. nozZb olbcu 
‘father’s knife’. 
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The focative singular of nouns denoted localization in time or space, e.g. utré ‘on the 
following day’, zimé ‘in wintertime’, pozdé ‘late’, dolé ‘below’. With indefinite (nominal) 
adjectives (occasionally also nouns) the locative expressed manner, e.g. dobré ‘well’, jaré 
‘strongly’, javé ‘openly’, godé ‘agreeably’ (from gods ‘proper time’), zadi ‘behind’ (from 
zadb ‘back’). Eventually such prepositionless locatives were adverbialized and the locative 
became limited to prepositional phrases, giving rise to its alternative name, the prepositional 
case. 

The instrumental was a case of an accessory to the performance of an action; it denoted 
an instrument, e.g. rézati noZems ‘to cut with a knife’, means or manner of performance, e.g. 
pomajati rekoje ‘to wave with one’s hand’. In temporal and spatial expressions it became ad- 
verbialized, e.g. jedinojg ‘once’, not’pjg ‘at night’, lésoms ‘through the woods’, dorgojg 
‘along the way’. 

The vocative was a form of address which had no syntactic functions and consequently 
cannot be considered a case. However, it patterned like a case and is therefore conveniently 
included with case paradigms. It was used with animate, chiefly personal, masculine and fem- 
inine singular substantives, and it was only in the singular substantival declension that it had 
its own distinct forms.'78 

In prepositional phrases all cases except the nominative occurred. Of prepositions gov- 
erning one case only, the genitive was far and away the most common. It occurred with the 
simple prepositions bez ‘without’, do ‘to’, jz ‘out of’, ots ‘from’, and u ‘near’ as well as with 
derived prepositions such as blizz ‘near’, kromé ‘outside’, and vyr’xu ‘on top’, and with com- 
pound prepositions such as jsz-pods ‘from below’ and js2-za ‘from behind’. The genitive 
was also used with the postpositions dé!’ a/dbl'a ‘for’ and radi ‘for’. The prepositions kz(n) 
‘toward’ and protivn/protive ‘against’ took the dative, while pri ‘next to’ and med’u ‘be- 
tween’ governed the locative and instrumental respectively. 

Prepositions governing more than one case had variable meanings or functions. The prep- 
ositions na ‘on’, nadb ‘above’, o(b) ‘at (against)’, perdp ‘before’, pods ‘under’, vb{n) ‘in’, 
and za ‘behind, after’ with the accusative indicated ‘motion toward’. To indicate place of rest 
or location the prepositions na ‘on’, o(b) ‘at (about)’, and vz(n) ‘in’ took the locative; po 
‘over, above’ took the dative; perds ‘before’, pods ‘under’, and za ‘behind, after’ took the 
instrumental. The preposition ss meant ‘down from’ with the genitive but ‘accompanied by’ 
with the instrumental. The preposition po meant ‘for, up to’ with the accusative but ‘after’ 
with the locative. 


2.64. Word order. It may be safely assumed that Late Proto-Slavic syntax did not stray 
significantly from its Proto-Indo-European base. Both languages had at their disposal ex- 
tremely rich inflectional systems that allowed for extensive use of morphosyntactic relations, 
that is, for constructions in which inflectional endings were the chief markers of the function 
and place of words in their clauses. This freed word order to function as an expressive de- 
vice. Even so, some constraints on word order should be noted: (a) in phrases consisting of 
subject, object, and finite verb the subject did not occupy the final position and the object did 
not occupy the initial position; (b) the indirect object preceded the direct object; (c) the head 


178. The special status of the vocative in the declensional system is best illustrated by the fact that it has survived as 
a grammatical category in modem Bulgarian, where case distinctions have been abolished, but has been eliminated from 
modern Russian, which not only has preserved Proto-Slavic case distinctions but has added to them. 
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noun in an attributive construction was typically preceded by the adjective and followed by 
the genitive of possession; (d) numerals preceded the noun counted; (e) interrogative pro- 
nouns and adverbs as well as relative pronouns occupied the initial position in their clauses; 
(f) enclitics followed the first stressed wotd in their clause.'79 


2.65. Composition of the word stock. Proto-Slavic lexical stock, as reconstructed 
through a comparison of vocabularies of all the Slavic languages, belonged to the sphere 
of man’s physical environment and emotional concerns, personal attributes, family and 
community ties, occupations, basic needs and desires, feelings, and sensations. Many Proto- 
Slavic words had cognates in other Indo-European languages and may therefore be consid- 
ered a Proto-Indo-European inheritance. Others were particular to Balto-Slavic or Proto- 
Slavic, representing local innovations or borrowings from the languages with which the Slavs 
came into contact. 

A sample of Late Proto-Slavic vocabulary is given below. Except in instances of major 
semantic divergence, roots are typically represented by one lexical item only. Adjectives, pro- 
nouns, and verbs are quoted in their basic stems. Except for the numerals, all entries are cited 
alphabetically. 


2.65.1. Substantives. 

(a) Agriculture and crafts: borna ‘harrow’, borzda ‘furrow’, brtb ‘beehive’, Cerda 
‘herd’, dolto ‘chisel’, dols ‘pit’, gvozdb ‘nail’, jad ‘poison’, jarbmo ‘yoke’, jeskra ‘spark’, 
kals ‘dirt’, klint ‘wedge’, kolo ‘wheel’, kols ‘stake’, koryto ‘trough’, kosa ‘scythe’, krajp 
‘edge’, krggs ‘ring’, krupa ‘groats’, /ész ‘forest’, lopata ‘spade’, lyko ‘bast’, meds ‘honey’, 
med’ a ‘boundary line’, melko ‘milk’, merZa ‘net’, mésto ‘place’, méxs ‘sack’, molts ‘hammer’, 
mostb ‘bridge’, nith ‘thread’, nozp ‘knife’, olds(ji) ‘boat’, ordlo ‘wooden plow’, osb ‘axle’, 
pila ‘saw’, pivo ‘beer’, plod» ‘fruit’, plug» ‘plough’, pojas® ‘belt’, poltbno ‘cloth’, pol’e 
‘field’, porms ‘ferry’, poto ‘fetter’, remy ‘strap’, rojb ‘swarm’, rovb ‘hole’, runo ‘fleece’, rzd’a 
‘rust’, sedlo ‘saddle’, séno ‘hay’, séts ‘net’, sito ‘sieve’, sokn ‘juice’, solma ‘straw’, soxa 
‘branch’, sr’ps ‘sickle’, stado ‘flock’, stermg ‘stirrup’, stlbp ‘post’, stogp ‘haystack’, 
stréla ‘arrow’, syrb ‘cheese’, tésto ‘dough’, topors ‘axe’, trudp ‘work’, ulbjp ‘hive’, védro 
‘bucket’, vénbcb ‘wreath’, verteno ‘loom’, vi’na ‘wool’, vosks ‘wax’, xlébb ‘bread’, xlévp 
‘(animal) shelter’. 

(b) Animals: (jJagne ‘lamb’, (jJaje ‘egg’, (jastrebt ‘hawk’, (jjaScers ‘lizard’, blaxa 
‘flea’, bobrb ‘beaver’, bzéela ‘bee’, bykp ‘bull’, ér’vz ‘worm’, detels ‘woodpecker’, drobp 
‘domestic fowl’, drozd» ‘thrush’, gads ‘serpent’, gnida ‘louse’, golgbp ‘pigeon’, gess 
‘goose’, jelenb ‘deer’, jez ‘hedgehog’, kobyla ‘mare’, komar» ‘mosquito’, kon’ ‘horse’, 
korva ‘cow’, kot» ‘cat’, koza ‘goat’, kuna ‘marten’, kura ‘hen’, lisp ‘fox’, lososb ‘salmon’, 
medvéds ‘bear’, mol ‘moth’, morva ‘ant’, muxa ‘fly’, mySb ‘mouse’, orblb ‘eagle’, osa 
‘wasp’, osblb ‘donkey’, oveca ‘sheep’, (v)ogrs ‘eel’, (v)gZb ‘snake’, pa(j)oks ‘spider’, pors¢ 
‘piglet’, phsz ‘dog’, psta ‘bird’, raks ‘crayfish’, ryba ‘fish’, rysb ‘lynx’, skot» ‘cattle’, sokols 
‘falcon’, sorka ‘magpie’, sova ‘owl’, sr’na ‘doe’, suka ‘bitch’, svinz ‘pig’, telg ‘calf’, tur 
‘aurochs’, veprb ‘boar’, vi’ks ‘wolf’, volb ‘ox’, vorna ‘crow’, vorn® ‘raven’, vydra ‘otter’, 
vbsB ‘louse’, zmBja ‘viper’, zvérb ‘wild animal’, Zaba ‘frog’, Zeravb ‘crane’, Zerbe ‘foal’, 
2]' vb ‘turtle’, Zukp ‘beetle’. - + 


179. Compare Ernst Bemeker’s (1900 or 1910) analysis and its summary in Bimbaum 1979:195-196. 
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(c) Body: bedro ‘hip’, bok» ‘side’, bolb ‘pain’, borda ‘beard’, bry ‘brow’, br’ uxo ‘belly’, 
elo ‘forehead’, éerp ‘skull’, Cervo ‘womb’, desna ‘gum’, dolns ‘palm’, goléns ‘shin’, 
golsb ‘voice’, golva ‘head’, govbno ‘excrement’, ggba ‘lip’, griva ‘mane’, grodb ‘chest’, 
grbp ‘hump’, grdio ‘throat’, jazva ‘wound’, jezyk ‘tongue’, koléno ‘knee’, kopyto ‘hoof’, 
kosts ‘bone’, koZa ‘skin’, kridlo ‘wing’, kry ‘blood’, likn ‘face’, lono ‘womb’, /bb» ‘cra- 
nium’, meso ‘meat’, mozgs ‘brain’, medo ‘testicle’, noga ‘leg, foot’, nogats ‘(finger)nail’, 
nos® ‘nose’, nozdri ‘nostrils’, oko ‘eye’, olkath ‘elbow’, gs ‘moustache’, gtroba ‘entrails’, 
pero ‘feather’, pests ‘fist’, peta ‘heel’, plet'e ‘shoulder’, pléSb ‘baldness’, pith ‘flesh’, pots 
“sweat’, pop» ‘navel’, pr'sb ‘breast’, pr'st ‘finger’, rame ‘arm’, rana ‘wound’, rebro ‘rib’, 
resa ‘eyelash’, roga ‘hom’, reka ‘hand’, ryjp ‘snout’, sadio ‘fat’, slina ‘saliva’, sibza ‘tear’, 
sr'dpce ‘heart’, stopa ‘foot’, S£ja ‘neck’, temg ‘cranium’, télo ‘body’, tuks ‘fat’, tylz ‘back’, 
uxo ‘ear’, usta ‘mouth’, verdb ‘wart’, véko ‘eyelid’, volsp ‘hair’, vymeg ‘udder’, zadp ‘be- 
hind’, zlséa ‘bile’, zgbs ‘tooth’, Zila ‘vein’. 

(d) Household: casa ‘cup’, éel’adb ‘servants’, domp ‘house’, dzska ‘board’, dvars 
‘door’, dvors ‘courtyard’, dym> ‘smoke’, gnézdo ‘nest’, gords ‘walled place’, grnt ‘hearth’, 
grsts ‘handful’, jastpba ‘hut’, kléth ‘cage’, kl’ ucb ‘key’, kotb ‘corner’, kotsls ‘kettle’, kréslo 
‘chair’, Java ‘bench’, loge ‘bed’, méra ‘measure’, okbno ‘window’, ggib ‘corner’, pet's 
‘oven’, pedb ‘foot (measure of length)’, porg ‘threshold’, sad’a ‘soot’, sol’ ‘salt’, sténa 
‘wall’, stols ‘table’, stgpenb ‘step’, stréxa ‘thatched roof’, svét’a ‘candle’, thlo ‘floor’, vasb 
‘village’, vorta ‘gate’. 

(e) Landscape and seasons: bergs ‘shore’, biésks ‘flash’, bolto ‘bog, marsh’, brods 
‘ford’, bur'a ‘storm’, dolz ‘dale’, dorga ‘road’, dans ‘day’, dbno ‘bottom’, dbzd's ‘rain’, 
glina ‘clay’, gora ‘mountain’, grads ‘hail’, groms ‘thunder’, groza ‘storm’, gruda ‘mound’, 
gvézda/3zvézda ‘star’, il» ‘mud’, jama ‘cave’, jesenb ‘fall’, jezero ‘lake’, (j)utro ‘morning’, 
jpskra ‘spark’, kamy ‘stone’, kapl’a ‘drop’, kremy ‘flint’, ledb ‘ice’, /éro ‘summer’, /eda 
‘virgin land’, /una ‘moon’, médb ‘copper’, mélb ‘chalk’, mésecb ‘moon’, morks ‘darkness’, 
morz® ‘frost’, mor’e ‘lake, sea’, mbgla ‘fog’, nebo ‘sky’, not’b ‘night’, ognb ‘fire’, olovo 
‘lead’, ostrove ‘island’, ogi ‘coal’, péna ‘foam’, péspks ‘sand’, popels ‘ash’, porx» ‘dust’, 
poth ‘way’, réka ‘river’, rosa ‘dew’, séra ‘sulfur’, sbrebro ‘silver’, skala ‘rock’, since ‘sun’, 
smola ‘pitch’, snégp ‘snow’, sols ‘salt’, struja ‘stream’, svét ‘light’, tama ‘darkness’, toca 
‘cloud’, vecerb ‘evening’, vesna ‘spring’, vétrs ‘wind’, vi’na ‘wave’, voda ‘water’, vr'xt 
‘top’, x/mp ‘hill’, zar’a ‘dawn’, zemb ‘earth’, zima ‘winter’, znojb ‘(summer) heat’, zolto 
‘gold’, Zars ‘heat’, Zelézo ‘iron’. 

(f) People: baba ‘grandmother’, brat(r)s ‘brother’, éblovéks ‘man’, déd» ‘grandfather, 
ancestor’, déti ‘children’, déva ‘virgin’, déverb ‘brother-in-law’, dari ‘daughter’ gostp 
*guest’, korl’s ‘king’, ksmotra ‘godmother’, kane3e ‘prince’, /’uds ‘people’, mati ‘mother’, 
mogzb ‘man, husband’, nevésta ‘bride’, orbs ‘slave’, otbcs ‘father’, pleme ‘tribe’, plks ‘host’, 
rod» ‘family’, sestra ‘sister’, sluga ‘servant’, snbxa ‘daughter-in-law’, strhje ‘paternal 
uncle’, sal ‘envoy’, svath ‘matchmaker’, svekry ‘wife's mother-in-law’, syn ‘son’, timaéb 
‘interpreter’, festb ‘husband’s father-in-law’, vidova ‘widow’, vod’ ‘leader’, vojin ‘war- 
rior’, vorg> ‘enemy’, ujb ‘maternal uncle’, zeth ‘male kinsman’, zb/y ‘sister-in-law’, Zena 
‘married woman’. 

(g) Vegetation: (j)abinko ‘apple’, (j)agoda ‘berry’, (j)asenb ‘ash’, berst» ‘elm’, berza 
‘birch’, bobs ‘bean’, bors ‘pine (forest)’, bukb ‘beech’, dervo ‘tree’, dgb» ‘oak’, gorxn ‘pea’, 
grab ‘hombeam’, gribb ‘mushroom’, jagoda ‘berry’, jemela ‘holly’, jedla ‘fir’, jeébmy 
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‘barley’, jedro ‘kernel’, klent ‘maple’, kolst ‘ear of corn’, konop’e ‘hemp’, kopriva ‘nettles’, 
kora ‘bark’, korg ‘root’, ktrb ‘bush’, kvétz/cvéts ‘flower’, lipa ‘linden’, lista ‘leaf’, lant 
‘flax’, malina ‘raspberry’, mzxb ‘moss’, olbxa ‘alder’, oréxb ‘nut’, ovbsb ‘oats’, paportb 
‘fem’, plésnb ‘mold’, proso ‘millet’, pbnb ‘trunk’, ppsenica ‘wheat’, répa ‘turnip’, ‘raze 
‘rye’, séme ‘seed’, sosna ‘pine’, sek ‘knot’, stpblo ‘blade’, trava ‘grass’, trsth ‘reed’, tr'nb 
‘thom’, vers ‘heather’, véts ‘branch’, vezz ‘elm’, vr'ba ‘willow’, zr'no ‘grain’, Zelodb 
‘acom’. 

(h) Society: beséda ‘conversation’, béda ‘need’, bész ‘devil’, bog» ‘god’, bled» ‘error’, 
céna ‘price’, carb ‘magic’, Cash ‘time’, égste ‘part’, cinb ‘order’, cislo ‘number’, Casts 
‘rank’, rte ‘devil’, Cudo ‘wonder’, dars ‘gift’, délo ‘work’, divo ‘wonder’, doba ‘(propi- 
tious) time’, duxs ‘spirit’, gnévz ‘anger’, gods ‘(proper) time’, golds ‘hunger’, gréx® ‘sin’, 
jegra ‘play, jome ‘name’, krikp ‘shout’, kan'iga ‘book’, (pa)megth ‘memory’, ména ‘ex- 
change’, méra ‘measure’, mirb ‘peace’, mysiz ‘thought’, myto ‘payment’, pelns ‘captivity’, 
pléme ‘tribe’, rajp ‘paradise’, slovo ‘word’, sméxp ‘laughter’, sedb ‘judgment’, srams 
‘shame’, svoboda ‘freedom’, terba ‘need’, ums ‘mind’, véra ‘faith’, vina ‘guilt’, vol’a ‘will’, 
xvala ‘glory’. 

2.65.2. Pronouns. (j)azb/m-/v-/n- ‘(first person)’, é- ‘what’, &8/- ‘whose’, j- ‘that which 
is known’, jelik- ‘to the known degree’, kak- ‘like what’, kolik- ‘to what degree’, kotor- 
‘which (of a number)’, k4/- ‘which’, k- ‘who’, moj- ‘my’, mbnog- ‘many’, nas- ‘our’, on- 
‘that yonder (third person)’, ov- ‘that’, s- ‘this here’, s- ‘(reflexive)’, sam- ‘self’, sic- ‘like 
this (nearby)’, selikn ‘to this degree’, svoj- ‘one’s own’, t- ‘this (third person)’, t-/v- ‘(second 
person)’, tak- ‘like this’, tolik- ‘to that degree’, tvoj- ‘thy’, vaS- ‘your’, ves’ -/vbs- ‘all’. 


2.65.3. Adjectives. 

(a) Animate characteristics: bogat- ‘rich’, bolg- ‘good’, bol’Bj- ‘better’, brz- ‘fast’, buj- 
‘violent’, bystr- ‘fast’, Gist- ‘clean’, dik- ‘wild’, dobr- ‘timely’, dorg- ‘dear’, drug- ‘other’, 
glup- ‘foolish’, glux- ‘deaf’, gol- ‘naked’, gotov- ‘ready’, grd- ‘proud’, jar- ‘strong’, krép- 
‘powerful’, [én- ‘lazy’, lép- ‘shapely’, mil- ‘likable’, mold- ‘young’, mgdr- ‘wise’, nag- 
‘naked’, ném- ‘dumb’, pés- ‘pedestrian’, rad- ‘glad’, silpn- ‘strong’, sir- ‘orphaned’, skgp- 
‘avaricious’, slab- ‘weak’, slép- ‘blind’, star- ‘old’, svéZ- ‘fresh’, svet- ‘holy’, syt- ‘satiated’, 
stdorv- ‘healthy’, tix- ‘still’, 79g- ‘heavy’, trézv- ‘sober’, t’ud’- ‘strange’, vesel- ‘merry’, 
xorbr- ‘brave’, xrom- ‘lame’, xud- ‘bad’, xytr- ‘cunning’, zz/- ‘angry’, Ziv- ‘alive’. 

(b) Colors: bél- ‘white’, bléd- ‘pale’, ér’ mbn-/ér' vl’ en- ‘red’, Er'n- ‘black’, gnéd- ‘chest- 
nut, bay’, jasn- ‘clear’, polv- ‘pale (fallow, blond)’, ‘gray (blue)’, rud-/rus-/ryd'- ‘(brown- 
ish) red’, sér-/Sér- ‘gray’, sin-/sin8j- ‘livid, dark blue’, siv- ‘silver, gray’, sméd-/snéd- 
‘swarthy’, vorn- ‘black (of animals)’, zelen- ‘green’, zolt- ‘gold’, ZI’t- ‘yellow’. 

(c) Sensations: bridpk- ‘sharp’, gorpk- ‘bitter’, kys!- ‘sour’, I’ ut- ‘harsh’, meknk- ‘soft’, 
mokr- ‘wet’, lpgpk- ‘light’, ostr- ‘sharp’, soldbk- ‘sweet’, sux- ‘dry’, syr- moist’, tepl- ‘warm’, 
tix- ‘still’, tep- ‘blunt’, tvr'd- ‘hard’, xold- ‘cold’. 

(d) Time and space: bilizpk- ‘near’, cél- ‘whole’, cest- ‘frequent’, dalek- ‘distant 
(in space)’, daven- ‘distant (in time)’, d[’g- ‘long’, glgbok- ‘deep’, kortak- ‘short’, kriv- 
‘crooked’, krggl- ‘round’, kret- ‘bending’; lév- ‘left’, lix- ‘extra’, mal- ‘small’, nizak- ‘low’, 
nov- ‘new’, orvbn- ‘even’, gzbk- ‘narrow’, p[’n- ‘full’, prav- ‘right’, prost- ‘straight’, pust- 
‘empty’, rédbk- ‘rare’, skor- ‘fast’, Sirok- ‘wide’, tésn- ‘narrow’, tenbk- ‘thin’, velik- ‘big’, 
vysok- tall’. 
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2.65.4. Numerals. The basic cardinal numerals were dava ‘2’, tri ‘3’, cetyre ‘4’, pete 
‘5’, Sestb ‘6’, sedmb ‘7’, osmp ‘8’, devetb ‘9’, deseth ‘10’, spto ‘100’, tyset’» ‘1000’. Of the 
ordinal numerals, special roots were used by pr’ v- ‘first’ and vator- ‘second’. 


2.65.5. Verbs (see the classification of verbal stems in 2.59). 

(a) Athematic: dad-/da- ‘give’, jad- ‘eat’, jes-/s- ‘be’ (present-tense stem), véd-/véd-é- 
‘know’. 

(b) Consonantic root: berg- ‘protect’, bég- ‘run’, bled- ‘err’, bl’ ud- ‘guard’, bod- ‘butt’, 
cvbt-/cvit- ‘bloom’, ébt-/cit- ‘count, read’, gnet- ‘press’, ggd- ‘play’, greb- ‘dig’, gred- ‘go’, 
gryz- ‘bite’, jeb- ‘copulate’, klad- ‘lay’, krad- ‘steal’, 1éz- ‘climb’, leg-/lég- ‘lie down’, met- 
“sweep’, met- ‘stir’, mog- ‘be able’, nes- ‘carry’, orst- ‘grow’, pad- ‘fall’, pas- ‘graze’, pek- 
‘bake’, plet- ‘braid’, pred- ‘weave’, rek- ‘speak’, sék- ‘cut’, sterg- ‘guard’, strig- ‘shear’, 
tek- ‘flow’, tep- ‘strike’, tres- ‘shake’, ved- ‘lead’, velk- ‘drag’, vez- ‘transport’, vold- ‘rule’, 
2pg-/éeg- ‘burn’. 

(c) Sonantic root: can-/éen- ‘begin’, klbn-/klen- ‘swear’, mbn-/men- ‘crease’, pbn-/pen- 
‘stretch’, dzm-/dom- ‘blow’, jam-/jem- ‘take’, Zbm-/Zem- ‘squeeze’, mbr-/mer- ‘die’, ppr-/ 
per- ‘push’, stpr-/ster- ‘stretch’, ter-/ter- ‘rub’. 

(d) Semivocalic root: bij- ‘beat’, brij- ‘cut’, éuj- ‘feel’, gnij- ‘rot’, gréj- ‘warm’, kryj- 
‘hide’, kuj- ‘forge’, lij- ‘pour’, myj- ‘wash’, pij- ‘drink’, pl’ uj- ‘spit’, poj- ‘sing’, ryj- ‘dig’, 
spéj- ‘be in time’, Sij- ‘sew’, -uj- ‘shoe’, znaj- ‘know’, zbréj- ‘ripen’; plov- ‘float’. 

(e) Vocalic -ng-: ma-ng- ‘signal’, mi-ng- ‘pass’, ply-ng- ‘flow’, pl’ u-ng- ‘spit’, sly-no- 
‘be known’, su-ng- ‘glide’. 

(f) Consonantic -ng- (omitted consonants are bracketed; see 2.50.2 [2a]): d3x-ng- 
‘breathe’, dvig-ng- ‘move’, g[b]-ng- ‘bend’, gy{b]-no- ‘perish’, ka{p]-no- ‘drip’, kos-ng- 
‘touch’, kys-ng- ‘tum sour’, /pg-ng- ‘stick’, my’z-ng- ‘freeze’, seg-ng- ‘reach’, sty[{d]-ng-, 
‘get cold’, sux-ng- ‘dry’, to{p]-ng- ‘drown’, ve{d]-ng- ‘wilt’, ze{b]-ng- ‘feel cold’. 

(g) -a-: alk-a-/olk-a- ‘hunger’, baj-a- ‘tell’, éaj-a- ‘expect’, Ces-a- ‘comb’, cr’ p-a- ‘ladle’, 
isk-a- ‘search’, kap-a- ‘drip’, kep-a- ‘bathe’, kaz-a- ‘show’, laj-a- ‘bark’, liz-a- ‘lick’, lbg-a- 
‘lie’, maj-a- ‘beckon’, maz-a- ‘spread’, or-a- ‘plough’, plak-a- ‘weep’, ples-a- ‘dance’, réz-a- 
‘cut’, séj-a- ‘sow’, spl-a- ‘send’, shp-a- ‘sleep’, Sspzt-a- ‘whisper’, taj-a- ‘melt’, tes-a- 
‘hew’, tpk-a- ‘prick’, vez-a- ‘tie’, zhd-a-/zid-a- ‘build’. 

(h) -ov-a-: cél-ov-a- ‘greet’, dar-ov-a- ‘donate’, kup-ov-a- ‘buy’, mil-ov-a- ‘love’, 
vér-ov-a- ‘believe’, voj-ev-a- ‘make war’, vrac-ev-a- ‘heal’. 

(i) -a-j- and -&-: blisk-a-j- ‘flash’, blpv-a-j- ‘spit’, dél-a-j- ‘do’, gled-a-j- ‘observe’, 
gnév-a-j- ‘anger’, jbgr-a-j- ‘play’, kop-a-j- ‘dig’, plz-a-j- ‘crawl’, pyt-a-j- ‘question’, 
vénb¢-a-j- ‘crown’, vit-a-j- ‘inhabit’; bél-é-j- ‘appear white’, bogat-é-j- ‘grow rich’, stm-é-j- 
‘dare’, um-é-j- ‘know how,’ zbr-é-j- ‘ripen’. 

(j) -i-: (jJav-i- ‘manifest’, bigd-i- ‘err’, bud-i- ‘awaken’, dél-i- ‘divide’, d[b-i- ‘dig out’, 
doj-i- ‘milk’, drob-i- ‘break down’, glad-i- ‘smooth’, grab-i- ‘rob’, gub-i- ‘destroy’, klon-i- 
‘bend’, koj-i- ‘still’, krm-i- ‘feed’, kup-i- ‘buy’, kur-i- ‘smoke’, lép-i- ‘paste’, lom-i- ‘break’, 
lov-i- ‘catch’, I’ ub-i- ‘like’, mén-i- ‘change’, més-i- ‘mix’, mv-i- ‘speak’, modl-i- ‘beg’, mot-i- 
‘muddle’, nos-i- ‘carry’, nud-i- ‘prod’, pal-i- ‘burn’, plat-i- ‘pay’, poj-i- ‘cause to drink’, 

pros-i- ‘ask’, rod-i- ‘give birth’, skoé-i- ‘jump’, sléd-i- ‘follow’, taj-i- ‘conceal’, top-i- ‘heat’, 
tvor-i- ‘create’, uc-i- ‘teach’, vab-i- ‘call’, var-i- ‘cook’, vod-i- ‘lead’, xod-i- ‘walk’, xorn-i- 
‘protect’, xval-i- ‘praise’. 

(k) -€- (realized as -a- after soft consonants; see 2.20): boj-é- se ‘fear’, bol-é- ‘be painful’, 
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bnd-é- ‘be awake’, drbz-é- ‘hold’, dy§-é- ‘breathe’, gor-é- ‘bum’, gram-é- ‘thunder’, konbé-é- 
‘end’, kric-é- ‘shout’, kyp-é- ‘boil’, let-8- ‘fly’, leZ-é- ‘lie down’, mbn-é- ‘think’, m]'é-é- ‘be 
silent’, pr’d-é- ‘fart’, rad-é- ‘redden’, séd-é- ‘sit’, sly§-é- ‘hear’, smy’d-é- ‘reek’, stoj-é- 
‘stand’, Sum-é- ‘ferment’, tresé-é- ‘creak’, tr’ p-é- ‘suffer’, vid-€- ‘see’, vis-é- ‘hang’, vré-é- 
‘growl’, vr't-é- ‘tur’, xBt-é- ‘want’, zbr-é- ‘look’. 

(1) Mixed: ber-/bpr-a- ‘take’, bor’-/bor- ‘fight’, bgd-/by- ‘be’, der-/dr-a- ‘tear’, 
déd’- (dé-n-)/dé- ‘put’, jad-/ja(xa)- ‘drive’, jbd-/i-/§ad- ‘go’, mel’ -/mel- ‘grind’, per-/pbr-a- 
‘push’, stan-/sta- ‘become’, ser-/sbr-a- ‘defecate’, stel’ -/stpl-a- ‘spread’, zov-/ zbv-a- ‘call’, 
Zen-/gbn-a- ‘drive’, Zid-/Znd-a- ‘wait’, Ziv-/zi- ‘live’, Zuj-/Zbv-a- ‘chew’. 


2.65.6. Prepositions: bez ‘without’, dél’a/dbl’a ‘for’, do ‘till’, j5z ‘out of’, ks{n] ‘to’, 
med’u ‘between’, mimo ‘by’, na ‘on’, nad ‘above’, o ‘against’, ob ‘about’, ot ‘from’, po 
‘along, after’, pod ‘under’, perd ‘before’, pri ‘next to,’ pro ‘through’, protivs ‘against’, radi 
‘for the purpose of’, st/{nj ‘with’, u ‘at’, va{n] ‘in’, za ‘after.’ 


2.66. Lexical borrowing. The lexical stock of Proto-Slavic includes a number of loan 
words from the languages of various tribes and nations who were neighbors of the Slavs. The 
earliest lexical or semantic borrowings were from the North Iranian languages of the Scyth- 
ian, Sarmatian, and Alanic tribes. Many of these borrowings had religious connotations, in- 
cluding such terms as bogs ‘god’, divz ‘demon’, gatati ‘to divine’, rajb ‘paradise’, sveth 
‘holy’, as well as the name of the supreme Slavic pagan deity, Svarogb. However, such non- 
religious terms as (jJaScerz ‘serpent’, patriti ‘to look after’, radi ‘for the purpose of’, sobaka 
‘dog’, topors ‘axe’, xata ‘house’, xvala ‘glory’ are also of Iranian origin. 

A few words may have originated in Celtic, e.g. bagno ‘bog’, jama ‘cave’, korsta 
‘canker’, séta ‘grief’, sluga ‘servant’, traga ‘foot(step)’. 

It is generally acknowledged that of the various languages which left their mark on early 
Slavic lexical stock, Germanic occupies a position of special importance. Contacts between 
Slavic and Germanic began when the Gothic migrations to the shores of the Black Sea ex- 
posed the Slavs to Proto-Germanic, then eventually East Germanic, and continued when the 
Slavs, having pushed into Central Europe and the Balkans, encountered West Germanic, es- 
pecially Old High German and Middle High German dialects. The antiquity and duration of 
contacts between the Slavic and Germanic tribes have made it singularly difficult to assess 
the time and source of particular borrowings. '®° 

Here are some examples of early Germanic loan words (words in the source language are 
glossed only when their meaning differs from Slavic): duma ‘thought’ (Goth. doms ‘judg- 
ment’), gotoviti ‘to prepare’ (Goth. gataujan), kupiti ‘to buy’ (Goth. kaupdn) kusiti ‘to try’ 
(Goth. kausjan), kbne3b ‘duke’ (OHG kuning), lékp ‘medication’ (PGmc. *léka-, cf. Goth. 
lékeis ‘physician’), lixva ‘usury’ (leihva ‘loan’), lasts ‘cunning’ (Goth. lists ‘intrigue’), mééb 
‘sword’ (Goth. mékeis), p{kp ‘host’ (PGmc. *fulkaz ‘military detachment’), stpklo ‘glass’ 
(Goth. stikls ‘goblet’), Selms ‘helmet’ (PGmc. *helmaz), t'ud’ ‘foreign’ (Goth. piuda 
‘people’, cf. Eng. Dutch), tynb ‘fence’ (PGmc. *tiinaz), xgdogp ‘wise’ (Goth. *handags 
‘agile’), xlébz ‘bread’ (Goth. Alaifs ‘loaf’), xlévp ‘stall’ (Goth. hiaiw ‘dugout’), xlms ‘hill’ 
(PGmc. *hulmaz), xyzb ‘house’ (PGmc. *his). . 

Later loans were often restricted to specific Slavic dialects: bl’ udo ‘dish’ (Goth. biups, 
biudis), buky ‘script’ (Goth. béka ‘letter’), gobs3iti ‘to be fruitful’ (Goth. gabigs ‘rich’), 


180. The most thorough survey of pertinent research may be found in Kiparsky 1934. 
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gonoziti ‘to rescue’ (Goth. ganasjan), istpba ‘house’ (OHG stuba ‘bathhouse’), myto ‘tax’ 
(OHG miita), smoky ‘fig’ (Goth. smakka ‘fig’, lit. ‘delicacy’), usere3b ‘earring’ (Goth. 
ausihrings), vr'togords ‘orchard’ (Goth. aiirtigards), opica ‘monkey’ (OHG affo), peng 3b 
‘coin’ (OHG pfenning), plugt ‘plow’ (OHG pfluog), stodola ‘bam’ (OHG stadal ‘sty’). Per- 
haps the most celebrated Germanic loan word was korl’s ‘king’, derived from the name of 
Charlemagne (OHG Kar(a)). It was initially borrowed into West Slavic dialects and spread 
from there throughout the Slavic territory.'*! 

Germanic served also as a transmitting channel for many Latin and occasionally Greek 
borrowings into Slavic: césar’s ‘emperor’ (Lat. Caesar, Goth. Kdisar), cr'ky ‘church’ (Gk. 
kyrikén, Gmc. *kirikd), éer§n’a ‘cherry’ (Popular Lat. ceresia, OBa. chersia), dpska ‘board’ 
(Lat. discus, OHG tisc), kot» ‘cat’ (Popular Lat. cattus, Gmc. *katts), kothlz ‘kettle’ (Popu- 
lar Lat. catillus, Goth. katils), mpbfa ‘mass’ (Lat. missa, OHG missa), ocbth ‘vinegar’ (Lat. 
acetum, Goth. akeit), osblb ‘ass’ (Lat. asinus, Goth. asilus), papezp ‘pope’ (Popular Lat. 
pdpex, OBa. pdpes), raky, -bve ‘casket’ (Lat. arca, OHG arké), velbbedn ‘camel’ (Gk. 
eléphas, -antos ‘elephant’, Goth. ulbandus ‘camel’). 

Some Greek and especially Latin words seem to have entered Slavic without Germanic 
mediation; e.g. kadb ‘pail’ (Gk. kddion), korab’s ‘boat’ (Gk. kardbion), polata ‘abode’ (Byz- 
antine Gk. paldtion ‘palace’); konop’a ‘flax’ (Popular Lat. *canapis), lgt’a ‘lentil’ (Lat. 
lens, -tis), lot'ika ‘lettuce’ (Lat. lactiica), (na)gorditi ‘to replace’ (Popular Lat. (re)gardare 
‘reward, compensate’), pogans ‘peasant’ (Lat. paégdnus), port’a ‘lot, work’ (Lat. portid 
‘share’), skgdéls ‘tile, crockery’ (Lat. scandula ‘lath, shingle’), vino ‘wine’ (Lat. vinum). 
At the end of Slavic linguistic unity Greek and Latin provided models for the nascent 
Slavic Christian terminology, the choice of the language reflecting the division of Slav- 
dom into Byzantine and Roman ecclesiastic domains; e.g. adz ‘hell’ (Gk. hddés), dijavols 
‘devil’ (Gk. didbolos), idolp ‘idol’ (Gk efddlon), pops ‘priest’ (Gk. papas), psalbm, 
‘psalm’ (Gk. psalmés), sgbota ‘Sabbath’ (Gk. sdémbaton), xrizma ‘consecrated ointment’ 
(Gk. khrisma); koleda ‘Christmas eve, winter solstice’ (Lat. calendae), kombkati ‘to com- 
municate’ (Lat. commiinicdre), kriZp ‘cross’ (Lat. crux, crucis), kpmotra ‘godmother’ 
(Popular Lat. commdter), olntar’b ‘altar’ (Lat. altdria), Zid» ‘Jew’ (Balkan Romance 3id- 
from Lat. iudaeus, cf. It. giudeo). 

The relations of the Slavs with various Turkic tribes (chiefly Bulgars, Khazars, and 
Pechenegs) were reflected in such local borrowings as bagsr- ‘purple’, bissrb ‘pearls’, 
bogatyr’» ‘hero’, bol’ arin ‘nobleman’, kar- ‘black’, kolpaks/klobuks ‘hat, cowl’, kovacegb 
‘box’, kzn’iga (Sg.) ‘letter (of the alphabet)’, kn'igy (Pl.) ‘book’, sanz ‘dignity’, sapogs 
‘boot’, sokacijp ‘cook, butcher’, suje ‘in vain’, mace ‘interpreter’, tama ‘myriad’, xbmel’b 
‘hops’. !82 

Rapid slavicization of the Viking merchants and settlers in Rus’ must be responsible for 
the small number of Scandinavian borrowings into East Slavic. In addition to such ethnic 
terms as Rus’ , varjagd ‘Varangian’, and kplbjagp ‘member of the Novgorod Varangian com- 
munity of merchants’, they include grids ‘freeman’, jakors ‘anchor’, lars ‘box’, pud» ‘mea- 
sure of weight’, Suds ‘Golden Horn (port of Constantinople)’, ti(vjunz ‘administrative title 
in Novgorod’, vitjazp ‘hero’, and a few others (Kiparsky 1975:94—98). 


181. Words like kor!’ s ‘king’, whose incidence in Slavic is due to lexical diffusion during historica! times, might be 
designated as Common Slavic in order to distinguish them from prehistorica! Proto-Slavic vocabulary (cf. note 113). 
182. On the possible Turkic influence on Slavic phonology, see Galton 1994. 
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2.67. Grammatical productivity. The mechanism of assignment of borrowings to par- 
ticular stem types allows us to distinguish between productive and unproductive morpho- 
logical classes, the former admitting loan words, the latter not. Borrowed substantives are 
found in the following productive stem‘types: -d-/-i-d- (e.g. plugs ‘plow’, césar’b ‘em- 
peror’), -d-/-i-d- (e.g. stodola ‘barn’, konop‘a ‘fiax’), -i- (e.g. kadb ‘pail’), and -i-/-iiu (e.g. 
buky ‘letter, script’). Borrowed verbs made their way into the following productive classes: 
-ng- (e.g. goneznoti ‘to be rescued’), -ov-a- (e.g. kupovati ‘to buy’), -a-j- (e.g. kombkati ‘to 
communicate’), and -i- (e.g. kusiti ‘to try’). 


2.68. Grammatical analogy. The process of the incorporation of borrowings into the 
Slavic grammatical system illustrates the importance of identifying productive grammatical 
classes. It also shows the way in which analogy helps to regularize all that is atypical, irreg- 
ular, and unexpected in the development of language. Examples of such potential irregular- 
ities that were leveled out by the power of analogy may be provided by the treatment in Slavic 
of some borrowed Germanic substantives. 

The neuter substantive stpk/o ‘glass’ was borrowed from the Gothic masculine stikis ‘gob- 
let’. The unexpected shift in gender from masculine to neuter was probably caused by the 
semantic change whereby a word denoting an object came to denote a substance. The model 
was provided by the Slavic native neuters in -/-o, such as sadlo ‘fat’, jadio ‘food’, predlo 
‘weft’, which denoted substances. 

The masculine substantive Xorl’s ‘king’ is usually derived from Old High German 
Kar(a)l. However, unlike other Germanic loan words in /, it did not become an -d- stem 
(cf. kBbbls ‘pail’, kotels ‘cattle’, osbl ‘ass’, stpklo ‘glass’), but rather joined the -j-d- stems. 
The reason for this deviation should again be sought in analogy. Since korl’b was the only 
personal noun in / borrowed from Germanic, the linguistic consciousness of the West Slavs, 
who were the first to receive this loan word, associated it with their many Church Slavo- 
nicisms in -tel-i- (ucitel’b ‘teacher’, prijatel’b ‘friend’, roditel’s ‘parent’, délatel’ ‘per- 
former’, etc.). In addition, all other Slavic terms denoting rulers belonged to the soft stem 
declension (cf. OCS. césar’s, pravitel’ b, viastel’b, kbne3b). The pressure of these models 
led to the replacement of *korls by korl’b (cf. also OCS Izdrail’p ‘Israel’ and Kocel’b 
‘Kocel’).'83 

A curious combination of factors appears to be responsible for the assignment of an in- 
ordinately large number of borrowings to the -#-/-du- stems of Slavic. At the dawn of the his- 
torical period the -i-/-%u- stems seem to have lost their derivational productivity within 
Slavic while assuming the role of the favorite repository of Germanic feminine -n- stems (that 
is, of the so-called weakly inflected nouns) borrowed into Slavic, e.g. Gmc. *bdkd ‘letter’ > 
LPSI. buky, -pve, Gmc. *bardd ‘axe’ > LPSI. bordy, -bve, Gmc. *kirikd ‘church’ (< Gk. 
kyrikén) > LPSI. cr’ ky, -pve. Also assigned to the -i-/-iiu- stems were some, chiefly horti- 
cultural, Latin nouns in -a, e.g. Lat. brassica ‘cabbage’ > LPSI. brosky, -ave, Lat. mdra (pl.) 
‘mulberry’ > LPSI. mory, -zVve. 


183. A notable exception to the rule of Germano-Slavic gender agreement is presented by the neuter nouns, which 
generally switch over to masculine (glazz ‘polished stone’, xiéva ‘stable’, xysp ‘house’, tyns ‘wall’, pjks ‘people’). De- 
pending on the antiquity of the loan words, this shift may be attributed either to a regular development of Proto-Germanic 
Nom./Acc. Sg. -dmm to -2 or, if the borrowing was made from Gothic or Old High German, to an automatic extension of 
the stem-final consonant by -s. a 
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It is not easy to understand why the moribund -d-/-iiu- stems should be the choice over 
the fully productive -d- stems. For the loans from Germanic one could accept Kurylowicz’s 
(1951) conjecture that the Germanic feminine -n- stems, finding no exact counterpart in the 
Slavic nominal system, were assimilated by the Slavic feminine -i-/-iiu- stems, which in turn 
had no counterpart in Germanic. In other words, the two stem classes, though different, were 
matched because their members were of the same gender and had a similar heteroclitic struc- 
ture. The phonological starting point for such a connection could be the Slavic reception of 
the final -d in Germanic as #, > -y. As for the borrowings from Latin (perhaps also xorggy, 
-bve ‘banner’ from Mongolian), for which no phonological or morphological explanation is 
available, the preference for the -a-/-iiu- stems may have been dictated by their having as- 
sumed the role of a domesticating inflectional class for specialized terminology (cf. Vaillant 
1958:285-286).'84 


2.69. Late Proto-Slavic dialect isoglosses. It is highly probable that the process of di- 
alect differentiation marking the end of the Early Proto-Slavic period began soon after the 
sixth century A.D., when the Slavs scattered throughout central and southeastern Europe. It 
is more difficult to determine when these dialect distinctions became so pronounced as to jus- 
tify the assumption of the dissolution of Proto-Slavic linguistic unity and of the rise of sep- 
arate Slavic languages. The commonly accepted dating of this process into the ninth or tenth 
century is based primarily on political events of the period, such as the attainment of state- 
hood by Bulgaria, Carantania, Croatia, Serbia, Moravia, Pannonia, Bohemia, Poland, and 
Kievan Rus’. It seems likely, however, that by the end of the ninth century there emerged at 
least three distinct dialects, South Slavic, East Slavic, and West Slavic, the latter two com- 
bining as North Slavic. As always in dialectology, one also has to posit a number of transi- 
tional areas. 

In the following list of isoglosses, only those dialect features that have not been discussed 
in this survey are furnished with examples; the features that were previously mentioned are 
appropriately cross-referenced.!85 


2.69.1. South Slavic (SSI.) versus North Slavic (NSI1.): 


(1) PSI. #4RC (2.35a) yielded #RAC in SSI., #RAC in NSI. 

(2) PSI. ¢ (2.40c) yielded ¢ in SSL, ¢ (@] in NSI. (cf. 17). 

(3) Acc. PI. of the -j-d-/-j-d- stems (2.48.1 note 3a) was -¢ in SSI., -é, in NSI. 

(4) Instr. Sg. of the -d- stems (2.48.1 note 5) was -oms in SSI., -tms in NSI. (except for some 
peripheral areas), e.g. OCS godoms ‘year’, OESI. godamp. 

(5) Nom. Sg. M Pr. Active Pple. Indefinite (2.51.6) was -y in SSI., -a in NSI. 

(6) Verb prefix ‘out’ was jbz- in SSI., vy- in NSL., e.g. OCS iz-bbrati ‘to choose’, OES]. vy-bprati. 


2.69.2. West Slavic (WSI.) versus South/East Slavic (S/ESI.): 


(7) Second palatalization of x ku gu sk (2.31) yielded § kv gv §é in WSL., s’ cv 3v sc in S/ESI. 

(8) Third palatalization of x (2.31) yielded § in WSI., s’ in S/ESI. 

(9) PSI. ¢ di (2.33) yielded t! di in WSI., 1 in S/ESIL. Note: ti di occur in some Slovenian dialects 
of South Slavic; k/ gi occur in the Pskov and Novgorod dialects of East Slavic and the Ka- 
shubian and Mazovian dialects of West Slavic. 

(10) 1 Sg. and 3 Pl. of the productive aorist (2.51.2) were -exz -exg in WSI., -oxb -o¥¢ in S/ESI. 


184. The hypothesis that there existed a particular class reserved for the novel, mostly technical concepts borrowed 
by the early Slavs from their neighbors is strengthened by the evidence from Polabian, where numerous loans from Mid- 
die Low German were also assigned to the -i-/-itu- stems. 

185. Fora survey of phonological features of the individua! Slavic languages, see Carlton (1991:231-333). 
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Eventually the tripartite division of Slavic gave way to a highly differentiated dialect pic- 
ture. South Slavic split into a western and an eastern dialect, the former giving rise to pre- 
literary Slovenian and Serbian/Croatian, the latter to Bulgarian and Macedonian. Practically 
all extant texts of canonical Old Churcli Slavonic may be considered examples of literary 
easter South Slavic. West Slavic distinguished three dialect groups. The largest was Le- 
chitic, the ancestor of Polish, Kashubian, and Polabian and of the extinct Pomeranian Slavic 
dialects attested to by surviving place names and personal and place names mentioned in me- 
dieval chronicles. The two smaller ones were Sorbian, from which modern Lower and Up- 
per Sorbian are derived, and Czech/Slovak, which gave rise to Czech and Slovak. East Slavic 
split into southwestem and northeastern variants, the former being the forerunner of Ukrai- 
nian and Belarussian, the latter of Russian. 


2.69.3. Western South Slavic (WSS!.) versus North Slavic and eastern South Slavic 
(N/ESSI.): 


(11) Phonemic pitch was retained in WSSI., lost in N/ESSI., e.g. S/Cr. riéka riuku ‘hand’, Cz. ruka 
ruku, 

(12) PSI. circumflex (2.39) yielded vowel length in WSSI., vowel brevity in N/ESSI. 

(13) PSl. C before a front vowel yielded C in WSSL., C’ in NSI. and partly in ESSL., e.g. S/Cr. 
‘for you’, déset ‘ten’; Po. ci, dziesied. 


2.69.4. Some other early isoglosses: 


(14) PSI. b t (the jers in strong position) merged as a in WSSI. and as e in WSI., remained dis- 
tinct elsewhere (5 2 in OCS, e o in East Slavic and Macedonian); e.g. PSI. denz ‘day’, sonb 
‘sleep’: S/Cr. dan, sain, Cz. den, sen, OCS dbnb spnt; Ru. den’, son. Exceptions include Bg. 
b, Sin. a in long syllables and ¢ [9] in short ones; Pb. d (a, 2), Sik. e o a through dialect mix- 
ture. In Sorbian e > o/a in some environments. 

(15) PSI. e in some environments backed to o in East Slavic and eastern Lechitic, e.g. PSI. Zena 
(Nom. Sg.) Zens (Gen. Pi.) ‘woman’: Ukr. Zond Zon, Ru. Zend Zén, Po. zona zon. However, 
the conditions of this shift were language-specific. 

(16) PSI. é (2.40b) backed to a in Lechitic before hard dentals (cf. 17); tended to merge with a in 
Bulgarian under stress; merged with e or i elsewhere; e.g. PSI. bél2jn ‘white’, snégs ‘snow’: 
Po. biaty, Snieg, Bg. bjal, snjag, Ru. bélyj, sneg, Ukr. bilyj, snih. 

(17) PSI. ¢ 9 (2.34) retained their nasal resonance in Lechitic and in some Slovenian and Bulgar- 
ian dialects; lost it elsewhere; e.g. PSI. pets ‘five’, reka ‘hand’: Po. pied, reka, Pib. pat, rekd, 
S/Cr. pét, ritka, Ru. pjat’, rukd . In Lechitic ¢ merged with g before hard dentals (cf. 16). 

(18) PSI. g (2.40c) yielded rounded vowels [y] or (Q] in North Slavic and western South Slavic; 
unrounded vowels [»] or [a] in eastern South Slavic. 

(19) PSI. CRC (2.35b) yielded CRC in South Slavic and Czech/Slovak; CVRC in Lechitic, Sor- 
bian, and East Slavic. The sequence CR2C in OCS reflects the spelling rule requiring open 
syllables (2.17). 

(20) PSI. Cr’C yielded CrC in South Slavic and Czech/Slovak in all environments and in Lechitic 
and Sorbian before hard dentals (cf. 16 and 17); Cr’'C elsewhere; e.g. PSI. tvr'dz ‘hard’, 
tvr' diti ‘to affirm’: S/Cr. tvrd, twrditi, Cz. tvrdy, tvrditi, Po. twardy, twierdzic, Ru. tvérdyj, 
tverdt’ . 

(21) PSI. C{’C (2.35b) yielded C{'C in Sorbian, Polish, and Czech; C/C elsewhere. 

(22) PSI. C€RC C&RC (2.35c) yielded 
CR&C CRGC in South Slavic and Czech/Slovak 
CéRaC CaRaC in East Slavic 
CaRéC CaRGC in Lechitic and Sorbian. 

(23) PSI. CéIC (2.35c) yielded CaIC in western Lechiti¢ and East Slavic. 
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(24) PSI. Pl’ < Pj followed by a morphemic boundary (2.23c) yielded P’ in eastern South Slavic 
and West Slavic. 
(25) PSI. g yielded [7] or 4 in southern East Slavic, Czech/Slovak, Upper Sorbian, and western 
Slovenian, e.g. PSI. noga ‘leg’: Ukr. nohd, Cz. noha, Ru. nogd, S/Cr. noga. 
(26) PSI. ¢’ d’ (2.35) yielded 
¢ 3 in West Slavic and Old Church Slavonic of the Moravian recension 
é 3 in East Slavic and Slovenian (in standard Slovenian 3 > j) 
é 3 in Serbian/Croatian 
k’ g' in Macedonian, St Zd in Bulgarian 
$t’ Zd’ in Old Church Slavonic of the Bulgarian/Macedonian recension. 
(27) PSI. 3 Sg./3 Pi. Pr. -t/-t% (2.53 note 3) correspond to 
-P/- in western South Slavic and West Slavic 
-@/-t in eastern South Slavic 
-t/-1 in most northeastem dialects of East Slavic (including standard Russian) 
-@J-t’ (Conjugation I) and -r’/-' (Conjugation II) in the southwestern and some northeastem 
East Slavic dialects. 
(28) PSI. 1 Pl. Pr. -mz (2.53 note 5) corresponds to 
-mp in OCS and northeastem East Slavic 
-mo in western South Slavic and southwestern East Slavic 
-me in eastern South Slavic and Czech/Slovak 
-my in Lechitic and Sorbian. 
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3.1. Paleography. Paleography is the study of ancient writing systems. It deals with the de- 
cipherment of texts, graphic conventions, the origins, styles, and dating of graphic symbols, 
and the materials upon which writings are found, including perishable materials such as pa- 
pyrus, parchment, paper, wax, or tree bark and more durable surfaces like clay tablets. The 
branch of paleography that studies inscriptions found on stone, masonry, pottery, wood, or 
metal is called epigraphy. Paleography is also concerned with such nongraphic aspects of 
manuscript writing as oramentation and binding, as well as writing implements and scrip- 
torial practices. 

The vast majority of ancient Slavic writings dealt with in this chapter are on parchment. 
Also surviving are many documents from northern Rus’ written on birch bark, as well as var- 
ious inscriptions and graffiti made on church walls, clay vessels, stone, drinking bowls, 
crosses, seals, coins, and various wooden objects. 


3.2. Slavic alphabets. Of the two major Slavic writing systems in use today, one is based 
on Greek, the other on Latin. Their domains are delimited by confessional divisions, with the 
Greek-based Cyrillic alphabet being used in the lands of Orthodox Slavdom and the Latin- 
based Roman alphabet having been adopted by the Catholics and Protestants, that is, in the 
lands that submit or submitted until the Reformation to the ecclesiastic authority of Rome.!8° 

In addition to these two alphabets the Slavs used the so-called Glagolitic alphabet, de- 
signed specifically for the use of the Moravian mission. Glagolitic, widely adopted at the 
dawn of Slavic letters, has gradually lost its appeal. Its postmedieval flowering was limited 
to western Croatia, and it is there, in a handful of Catholic parishes in northwestern Dalma- 
tia, chiefly the islands of the Quamer archipelago, that its use in the liturgy survived until the 
beginning of the twentieth century. One should also mention two short-lived Glagolitic en- 
claves among the western Slavs. One appeared when Charles IV of Bohemia (r. 1346-1378), 


186. This apportionment breaks down in a few minor instances. Thus, the Cyrillic alphabet is being used by the Uni- 
ate Catholics of Westem Ukraine and Belarus and by the Moslems in Bosnia. It is interesting, however, that in the begin- 
ning of the twentieth century the Belarussian Catholics attempted to follow the confessional lines by replacing the Cyril- 
lic script with Roman. One should also note that fromthe mid-fourteenth century till the mid-eighteenth century Cyrillic 
was the sole alphabet of the Romance-speaking Orthodox Romanians and Moldovans. They used it throughoui that pe- 
riod in Church Slavonic, which was the language of their religious and administrative pursuits, and, from the sixteenth 
century on, in their Romance vernacular. The Romanian spelling reform of 1860 introduced the Roman alphabet in place 
of Cyrillic. The formerly Soviet Moslem republics of Central Asia had a double change of alphabets: after the revolution 
of 1917 their traditiona! Arabic alphabet was replaced by the Roman alphabet the latter yielding in 1940 to Moscow- 
favored Cyrillic. 
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having received the pope’s permission to reintroduce the Slavic liturgy, invited a group of 
Benedictine monks from Glagolitic parishes in Dalmatia to the Emmaus monastery in 
Prague. This initiative, dictated apparently by political considerations, ended with the de- 
struction of the monastery during the Hussite wars. Equally unsuccessful was the attempt of 
King Casimir the Great of Poland (r. 1333-1370) to emulate Charles IV by inviting Glago- 
litic monks to the Benedictine monastery in Kleparz near Cracow. 

There were also instances of the use of Arabic and Hebrew alphabets to transcribe Slavic. 
The former was used by the Moslem population in Bosnia and by the Slavicized Moslem Tar- 
tars, who remained on the territory of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania after the defeat of the 
Golden Horde in the fourteenth century. The latter was employed sporadically by Jewish mer- 
chants in Bohemia and Poland to record commercial transactions. '87 


3.3. The genealogy of Glagolitic. Newly devised alphabets have, as a mule, traceable ori- 
gins. Most of them are derived, ultimately, from the Semitic consonantal script, which has 
survived in modern Hebrew and Arabic. The Greeks transformed the North Semitic script 
into a true alphabet in which consonants and vowels have equal stature. The Greek conso- 
nantal-vocalic alphabet, being better suited to the structure of Indo-European, served as a 
model for the Latin alphabet, which incorporated some Etruscan admixtures, and for the 
Gothic alphabet, which was created in the fourth century by the Visigothic bishop Ulfila and, 
along with Latin, incorporated Germanic runic elements. The Armenian alphabet, devised in 
the beginning of the fifth century by St. Mesrop, is a curious restructuring of the Semitic- 
based Parsi script of Iran on the pattern of Greek. '28 

It would thus seem reasonable to believe that the source of Glagolitic should also be easy 
to uncover. This expectation, however, has not been fully realized. Glagolitic has yielded 
some, but far from all, of its secrets. The very fact that there is hardly an ancient alphabet 
which has not been invoked as a model for Glagolitic letters'®® demonstrates the difficulty 
of the problem and the confutability of the proposed solutions. 

The most widely accepted theory was proposed in 1880 by the British paleographer Isaac 
Taylor. It attributed the shapes of most Glagolitic letters to Greek cursive writing in a devel- 
opment which, according to Taylor, was analogous to the derivation of the Irish uncial al- 
phabet of the seventh century from the old Roman cursive. Taylor’s hypothesis was accepted 
by such scholars as the German philologist August Leskien (1905), the Croatian Slavist 
Vatrostav Jagi€ (1911), and the Czech paleographer Josef Vajs (1932). 

Many scholars, however, have denied the plausibility of a single source of Glagolitic and, 
in particular, the likelihood of a morphological connection between Glagolitic and cursive 
Greek.'™ They have argued that Constantine had every reason to wish to produce a distinc- 
tive writing system, one without clear associations with any of the other known alphabets. 
Such a goal would have been consistent with Constantine’s opposition to the “trilingual 
heresy” and with his determination to gain for Slavic a position of doctrinal equality and for 
Moravia the status of political and cultural independence (1.35, 3.11). 


187. Some Polish coins minted in the twelfth century bear Polish inscriptions transcribed with Hebrew letters (3.55). 

188. The Greek alphabet was also the base of the Coptic script used by the carly Christians in Egypt and surviving to 
this day in Coptic liturgy. 

189. Including Hebrew, Phoenician, Samaritan, Ethiopian, Armenian, Georgian, and Greek. The totally anachronis- 
tic attribution of Giagolitic to the authorship of St, Jerome (ca. 347-420!) was widespread in Croatia, due undoubtedly to 
the saint’s Dalmatian origins. For an overview of the problem, see Vaillant 1955. 

190, Sir Ellis H. Minns (1925) noted: “The general impression of Glagolitic is singularly unlike any sort of cursive 
Greek” [Diringer 487]. 
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In support of this view one could cite references to the activities of the Moravian mis- 
sion which suggest that Glagolitic was not recognized by the contemporaries of Constan- 
tine and Methodius as being based on Greek. We learn, for instance, from the Conversio 
Bagoariorum et Carantanorum that “‘a certain Greek, Methodius by name, has with deceit- 
ful sophistry [ philosophice superducens] degraded the Latin language and the Roman doc- 
trine as well as the authority of Latin books through the use of newly invented Slavic letters” 
(12). The emphasis on the innovative character of the alphabet devised by Constantine im- 
plies, it would seem, that it had not been a mere adaptation of the Greek letters to the needs 
of Slavic. 


3.4. Glagolitic and Cyrillic letters. At the same time one cannot deny that some Glago- 
litic letters, though dominated by the principle of geometric shapes and symmetry, do betray 
similarities to several writing systems known to Constantine. Even among the most plausi- 
ble derivations, however, the stylizations and alterations are so extensive as to make one wary 
of unqualified attributions.'*! 

The tradition of Glagolitic writing, though gradually waning, survived for about one mil- 
lennium, from the mid-ninth century to the beginning of the twentieth century. During that 
time both the Glagolitic alphabet and the Glagolitic writing conventions underwent various 
modifications. Chief among them was the change from the rounded shapes characteristic of 
the oldest monuments of Bulgarian (Macedonian) provenience to the distinctly angular let- 
ters of the later Croatian manuscripts and printed books. In addition, the older texts had few 
ligatured spellings (letters joined to one another to form a single grapheme), while in the later 
texts such spellings occurred regularly. 

The Cyrillic alphabet arose as a fairly straightforward adaptation of the Byzantine Greek 
uncial alphabet to the needs of Slavic. Problems arose only in those instances where the dif- 


' ferences between the Greek and Slavic phonetic systems forced the adapters to seek non- 


Greek letters in order to render the Slavic sounds that had no counterparts in Greek. The most 
important among them were the Slavic hushing consonants (§ Z ¢), the jers, jat’, and the 
nasal vowels. 

Listed below are the letters of the Glagolitic and Cyrillic alphabets along with their Slavic 
names and a discussion of their possible sources. The order of letters follows their numeri- 


‘ cal value (in parentheses) in the Glagolitic alphabet. It agrees, by and large, with the surviv- 


ing abecedaria and the so-called Alphabet Prayer, whose extant Cyrillic codices are proba- 
bly based on a Glagolitic original. The first part of the alphabet consisted of letters whose 
sound value could be identified with the Greek alphabet. Those were the letters from + (azb) 
to @ (ots). Their order followed the Greek practice except that L (buky) and @ (védé) were 
assigned the second and third place in the alphabet, replacing Greek B (béta), whose classi- 
cal Greek sound value of /b/ was replaced in Byzantine Greek by /v/.'9? Other letters in the 
first part of the alphabet whose sound values did not occur in Greek were 06 (Zivéte), which 
was assigned the place and numerical value of.Greek € (7), and Ge (zemlja), which had the 
position and numerical value of Greek 9 (9), to which it was similar in design. Letters de- 
noting specifically Slavic sounds were placed in the second part of the alphabet. Greek mod- 
els for Cyrillic letters are, unless otherwise noted, Byzantine uncials. 


191. The only exception is the letter t8 Ga), which was taken over from Semitic with minima! changes. 
192. Hence the difference in their numerical values: Greek A = 1, B = 2, = 3 etc. but Glagolitic + = 1, = 2, 
@ =3, d = 4, etc. 
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Name Transliteration  Glagolitic Cyrillic 
azb a (1) rh ay A 
From Hebrew & aleph From Greek a dipha; in later texts 


or the image of the cross iotated a was written 1 or ta 


buky b (2) E 5 


Source unknown. Origin uncertain. Perhaps a variant 




















Samaritan /m/is 4 , of Greek B béta 
a mirror image of E 
vadé v ay & 2) B 
Perhaps from Latin V From Greek B béta 
glagoli zg (4) Ya (3) r 
Perhaps from cursive Greek From Greek I’ gémma 
Y gamma 
dobro d (5) db (4) A 
From Greek A délta; From Greek A délta 
cf. B/v/,i.e., inverted & 
est e © 9 6) E EE 
Perhaps from Samaritan From Greek E epsilén; in later texts 
~ /he/ or Greek numeral iotated 6 was written I6 
sampi » (900) 
tivéte Z (7) 00 cK 


Source unknown Perhaps from Glagolitic 06 


© ©5353 Z 

From Greek ¢ digdmma or Latin S; 
for the variant Z from Greek € zéra, 
see below 


zemlja z (9) Go (7) Zz 3 


Possibly a variant of Greek From Greek ¢ zéta 





3élo 3 (8) v 


Source unknown 








0 theta 
ide i 3) HU 
Ch. SI. i osmeriépno; from Greek H 
eta 


it (10) OP ao) = (ll 1 


Possibly from Greek 1 idta Ch.SI. i desgteriépno; from Greek 
with dieresis iota 
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Name Transliteration  Glagolitic Cyrillic 


i (20) % 


Source unknown; the inclusion 

in Glagolitic of the letters © /P 
and 8 with the same sound value 
was probably intended to imitate 
Byzantine Greek orthography 
where both n éta and 1 iota were 
pronounced as /i/; it is possible 
that in the oldest texts 3 rendered 
the i which alternated with £ 
(2.34) 


fervb Nifg/d’ (30) \ 





d'ervs 

Source unknown; since the 

original sound value of N/g/d" 

approximated /3/, it was used to 

render the Byzantine Greek 

pronunciation of palatalized g’ 

in such borrowings as g’eona 

N39 ?-+ ‘hell’ from Greek yeévva, 

as well as the reflexes of PSI. 

d’ in Western South Slavic 

medieval texts (2.36) 
kako k wo (20) K 

From Hebrew p koph From Greek K kdppa 
ljudie I (50) 5d 30) A 

Perhaps from cursive Greek From Greek A ldémbda 

A lémbda 
myslite m (60) ‘do 40) MMA 

From cursive Greek [1 mis From Greek M mis 
nase n (70) £ (50) N 

Source unknown From Greek N niz 
ons 0 (80) oO qo &9 © 


Source unknown 


From Greek O omikrén 





pokoi p (90) f° 
Perhaps a variant of early 
Greek Il pi 


(so) Wl 
From Greek IT pi 
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Name Transliteration  Glagolitic Cyrillic 

rbci r (100) b (100) 
Perhaps related to cursive From cursive Greek p rho 
Greek p rhé 

slovo s (200) R (200) ¢ 
Source unknown; & occurs From Greek C sigma 


frequently with its inversion 
(3) in the abbreviation of the 





name of Jesus (3 2) 
turbdo t 300) OU 300) T 
Perhaps from the crossbar of From Greek T tai 


Greek cursive t tau 


ukb u (400) op” 





woo OV & § 


A digraph composed of A digraph composed of © and ¥ 

9 ont and & izica; its side-by-side or ¥ on top of 0; these 
independent position in the Glagolitic and Cyrillic digraphs 
alphabet suggests that it follow the Greek practice of 
functioned as a single phoneme tendering /u/ with ov 


frets f (500) cp offe (soo) @D 


A variant of Greek ® phi From cursive Greek $ phi 





The letter f, which was found originally in borrowings only, was also 
rendered with Glagolitic and Cyrillic fira * derived from Greek © théta 


xérb x (600) hh (600) Xx X 














Source unknown; compare From Greek X khi 
/gf Yo and Latin h 

ote 5 (700) Q oo, W GD 
A digraph made up of From Greek @ oméga 
9 ont and its mirror image 

Sta & (800) fe) 
A digraph made up of From Glagolitic 8 


W // over ov /t/; its 
independent position in 
the alphabet suggests that 
it functioned as a single 
phoneme 





ci c (900) oY (900) 
From Hebrew Y tsade Adapted from Glagolitic V 
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Name Transliteration Glagolitic Cyrillic 
erbvb é (1000) BS - oo WH 
Source unknown; cf. 8 t/ ¥ adapted from Glagolitic 


‘4 adapted from Cyrillic Ut 


lll Lu 


From Hebrew W shin From Glagolitic  #&/ 


£8 hater ae) of ‘h 


Perhaps from Glagolitic 9 /o/ Perhaps from Glagolitic -8 /b/ 


Tb b me) , later T h 


Perhaps from Glagolitic 9 /o/ Perhaps from Glagolitic 8 /p/ 


jats é A ; B 





a 
) 
om 





% 
o 
bo! 


% 











Perhaps from epigraphic Perhaps a variant of Cyrillic b 
Greek A dipha 

ju ju ye 19 
Source unknown; its shape From an iotated and truncated OY 
suggests that it functioned as /u/ which suggests a biphonemic 
a single phoneme /ii/ status as /ju/ 

Nasality N & A 


Front nasal vowel from Greek From epigraphic Greek A dipha 
E epsilén; it functioned also as 

a marker of nasality in nasal 

vowels 9€ /o/, S€ /e/, EC fi/ 


on ae oe ® (*) 








Back nasal vowel written as a Variant of epigraphic Greek A 
digraph made up of 9 ont and alpha; it is known in Russian 
€ (nasality) as jus bol’ 36j 

Nasal e € SE a 
Front nasal vowel written as a From epigraphic Greek A alpha; 
digraph made up of 3 ests and it is known in Russian as jus mdlyj; 
€ (nasality) /e/ iotated was written BA 





Nasal 6 $ or jo BE im 
A digraph made up of a letter lotated /o/ whose shape suggests a 
of unknown origin and € ‘  biphonemic status as /jo/ 
(nasality); its independent 
position in the alphabet 
suggests that it functioned 
as a single phoneme 
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Name Transliteration  Glagolitic Cyrillic 
fita 6 Op o> 
From Greek 8 théta From Greek © théta 
izica i (v) ¢. Vv 
Source unknown From Greek uncial Y or cursive 


v; iZica was the regular second 
member of the Cyrillic digraph 
OY /u/; When used alone, in 
borrowings from Greek, its 
original sound value was 
probably /u/ 


In addition to these letters, several special cases have to be mentioned: 

(a) The Cyrillic alphabet used the Greek letters 4 ks? and y psi as the numerals 60 
and 700. 

(b) The Glagolitic alphabet included a rare spider-shaped letter & whose identity is in 
doubt. It occurred in the Paris and Munich abecedaria and in the Sinai Psalter and the Codex 
Assemanianus with the sound value of x, as the first letter of the word x/zmb ‘hill’ (this was 
also its name in Old Church Slavonic). What was the difference in usage between the ex- 
ceptional R (xlbmp) and the regular 4 (xérb)? Mare’’s view, expressed in 1971, that & ren- 
dered the voiced / in words borrowed from Germanic, while 4 was reserved for the native 
fricative x (179-181), is difficult to accept because at the time of the creation of Glagolitic 
PSI. x{ms < PGmc. hulmaz must have been totally assimilated in Slavic. Tkadl&ik was per- 
haps closer to the truth when he surmised in 1964 that 8 was written originally before back 
vowels, while 4 was used before front vowels. 

(c) Even less is known about the letter o (pé) attested from the Munich Abecedarium 
only. Some scholars assign to it the sound value of the more recent letter 8 (Sta), which took 
the position of 7” in the alphabet and had the same numerical value, 800. On the other hand, 
to might have functioned as a variant of Lat. P, corresponding perhaps to Greek y (ps? ). 

(d) The high back unrounded vowel /y/ ery was a digraph composed of a back or front 
jer and either P (1) or & (0): Glagolitic 8P/-88/8P, Cyrillic bi/ht/bs. 

(e) Symbols employed to show punctuation and the palatalization of consonants (velar 
and labial consonants and the yodized n’r’ !’) and to mark abbreviations, numerals, and dates 
are discussed in 3.15—3.18.'93 


3.5. Slavic writing before the Moravian mission. The ample documentation on the 
Moravian mission of the mid-ninth century provides us with the first indication of the exis- 
tence of Slavic writing. We have a fairly good idea what books were brought by the mission 
from Constantinople and what books were translated later in Moravia. There remains, 
however, the question whether the books used by the mission represented the very first speci- 


193. The various diacritics (macrons, breves, soft and rough breathings) written over vowels in syllable-initial posi- 
tions reflected mechanically the Byzantine Greek usage rather than any features of the Slavic sound system. 
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mens of Slavic writing. Did the Slavs have some kind of script predating the Moravian 
mission? According to the Vita Constantini, the Philosopher himself wondered about such 
a possibility when the Byzantine emperor Michael III asked him to head the projected 
mission: 


And the Philosopher answered: ‘Though I am weary and sick in body, I shall go there gladly 
if they have a script for their language’. Then the Emperor said to him: ‘My grandfather and 
my father and many others have sought this but did not find it. How then can I find it’? And 
the Philosopher answered: ‘Who can write a language on water and acquire for himself a 
heretic’s name’? And together with his uncle, Bardas, the Emperor answered him again: ‘If 
you wish, God may give you this as He gives to everyone that asks without doubt, and opens 
to them that knock’. (Vita Constantini 14) 


Constantine’s question was certainly no more than a rhetorical device used by his 
hagiographer. As an accomplished linguist raised in the Slavic-speaking milieu of Thessa- 
lonica, Constantine must have known whether a Slavic script would be available to him. 
Nor can one take at face value the emperor’s categorical denial of the earlier existence of 
Slavic writing. The intent of the Vita Constantini, like that of any hagiography, was to jus- 
tify the canonization of its protagonist. To this end it was supposed to focus on the miracu- 
lous nature of the saint’s achievements and not to dwell on any factual evidence that could 
detract from his accomplishments. An admission of the prior existence of Slavic letters 
would have gone against the claim made in the vita that Constantine’s feat was accomplished 
with divine assistance and would have diminished Constantine’s stature as a scholar. We 
are justified, therefore, in allowing the possibility of the existence of a pre-Constantinian 
Slavic script and in subjecting Emperor Michael’s disclaimer, apocryphal or not, to careful 
scrutiny. '94 


3.6. The testimony of the monk Khrabr. One indirect reference to the existence of such 
a script may be found in the famous treatise On the Letters (O pismenexp) by the monk 
Khrabr. The treatise, which may have been composed as early as the end of the ninth or be- 
ginning of the tenth centuries, contains the following assertion: 


Earlier the Slavs did not have books but by strokes and notches (érstami i rézami) read and 
divined, being heathen. And when they were baptized, they had to write their Slavic speech 
with Roman and Greek letters without design (bez ustroenija). Because how could one ad- 
equately write with Greek letters bogs [‘God’] or Zivot [*stomach’] or zélo [‘very much’] or 
crbky [‘church’] or cajanie [‘expectation’} or Sirota [‘width’) or édb [‘poison’] or gdu 
[‘where’] or junosts [‘youth’] or ezyks [‘tongue’] or other similar words? And so it was for 
many years. (DZambeluka-Kossova 1980) 


Khrabr's ¢rbty i rézy have long puzzled scholars. Were they merely marks made on wood 
to be used as an aid in counting or did they represent some sort of systematized adaptation 
of Germanic or Turkic runes? The runic hypothesis is not totally implausible, for some Ger- 
manic runes were employed in the Greek-based Gothic alphabet created by the Visigothic 
bishop Ulfila of Moesia (ca. 311-383) for his translation of the Bible, and Turkic runes oc- 


194. It is important to note, however, that not even the oldest Bulgarian epigraphic monuments predate the mission 
of Constantine and Methodius. 
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curred in Proto-Bulgarian epigraphy. Yet despite the proximity of historical and prehistori- 
cal Slavs to Germanic and Turkic tribes, authentic Slavic runes have not been discovered, nor 
can it be shown that Constantine's Glagolitic alphabet contains runic elements. It seems like- 
lier, therefore, that Khrabr’s ératy i rézy had a numerical or religious value. 

Much easier to accept is Khrabr’s claim that for some time before the Moravian mission 
the Slavs used Roman and Greek letters “without design.” Settled in the midst or in imme- 
diate proximity of Greek and Latin civilizations, the Slavs, whether baptized or not, may well 
have tried to adapt the Greek and Latin alphabets to their language. As Khrabr tells us, this 
was not an easy task. The initial letters of the examples cited by him are meant to exemplify 
the difficulty of bending the Greek alphabet to suit the Slavic sound system. Thus, Slavic 
bogs could not be rendered adequately with Greek letters because in Byzantine Greek voiced 
stops had become spirantized, and the Greek letters B andy were pronounced as labial and 
velar fricatives. In Zivots, 3élo, crbky, Cajanie, and Sirota the initial consonants were alto- 
gether foreign to Greek. Equally foreign to Byzantine Greek were the nasal vowels exem- 
plified by gdu and ezyks, as well as the initial syllable of junosts, whether it was pronounced 
as a rising diphthong [ju] or a fronted [ii]. As for Slavic é in &ds, it could not be spelled with 
the Greek ) which by that time had acquired the sound value of [i]. 


3.7. Unsystematic Slavic adaptations of Greek and Latin alphabets. The need to 
write down Slavic words and texts must have been felt especially acutely by the Balkan Slavs. 
Living side by side with the Greeks for some three hundred years before the start of the Mora- 
vian mission, they took part in the daily affairs of the state, be they administrative, military, 
commercial, or ecclesiastic in nature. Through such contacts the Slavs must have become fa- 
miliar with the Greek alphabet and must have tried to adapt it to the needs of Slavic, even 
though it was not best suited for that purpose.!9> The claim of the monk Khrabr that the first 
attempts at using the Greek alphabet to record Slavic words were “without design” is borne 
out by several ancient Bulgarian epigraphic monuments and by the Byzantine renditions of 
Slavic place and personal names. Illustrative of the difficulty of the task are the following 
transcriptions of Slavic names included in the survey of the empire undertaken by Emperor 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus (r. 944-959) and best known by its Latin name, De adminis- 
trando imperio: 


KiaBoc = Kiev 
Midwwioxa = Smolansskp 
IipecBAaBos = Préslava 
TCepviyeya = Cemigov 


Bovoeypadé = VySegradp 
Kpiptitfoi = Kriviti 
Movvtiptipos = Motimirs 
LoevborAdxos = Svetoplukn 


Similar needs were experienced by the Slavs living within the cultural radius of Latin. 
Here, for instance, is an example from a monument known as the Freising Fragments, which 
were recorded in the Latin alphabet in Central Europe at the end of the tenth century. The 
text, which combines Slovenian and Church Slavonic features, may be considered a speci- 
men of Old Slovenian or the Pannonian recension of Church Slavonic: 


195. Of the scholars who argue for the existence of a Greek-based pre-Constantinian alphabet, the Bulgarian Emil 
Georgiev (1952) is the most confident and insistent. Much more prudent is Lunt's (1964) “agnostic” stance, A survey of 
literature dealing with this and other issues of Slavic paleography may be found in Eckhardi (1989) with a bibliographic 
update by Christian Hannick. 


Freising Fragments: 
Ecce bi deat naf neze 
grefil tevuekigemube 
fiti {taro {ti neprigem 
li6ki nikolige fe pet 
fali neimugi niflzna 
telezeimoki nutivue 
kigemubesiti bone 
sezavuiztiubui ne 

pri iazninu uvignan 


Transcription: 
E&te bi déd nas ne se 


gresil, te v veki jemu be 


Ziti, starosti ne prijem 
Vodi, nikolije Ze pet 
ali ne imyji, ni slzna 
télese imoti, no v ve 
ki emu be Ziti. Po ne 
de zavistju by ne 
prijazninu vignan 
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Translation: 

If our ancestor had not 
sinned, he would have 

lived forever, without old 
age, not having any sorrow 
whatever, nor having 
grieving flesh, but he would 
have lived forever. Since, 
because of diabolical envy, 
he was expelled 


Short as it is, this excerpt shows the difficulties experienced by the scribe. Thus, the let- 
ter { stands for /s/, &/ and /2/, while the letter z stands for /z/ and /s/. (A larger excerpt of this 


text is provided in facsimile and transcription in 4.1.3. 


Amuch more satisfactory example of such unsystematic writing is represented by the Old 
Czech sentence inscribed into the foundation charter of the capitular church in Litoméfice 


(3.55): 
Litomérice Charter: Transcription: Translation: 
Pauel dal geft Pavel dal jest Paul has given 
plofcouicih zemu. Ploskovicich zem’u, land in Ploskovice, 
Wlah dalgeft Vlach dal jest Vlach has given 
dolaf zemu bogu Dolds zem’u Bogu land in Dolane to God 
ifuiatemu {cepanu i sv’atému Séepénu and to St. Stephen 
{e duema dufnicoma se dvéma dusnikoma, with two peasants, 
bogucea a fedlatu. Boguéeja a Sedlatu. Boguéej and 

Sedlata.'° 


It is interesting to compare Greek and Latin renditions of the names of Church Slavonic 
letters in medieval abecedaria. The Greek illustrations come from a thirteenth-century man- 
uscript discovered by the Benedictine monk Anselmo Banduri (1671-1743) in the Biblio- 
théque Nationale in Paris and known as the Anselmus Banduri Abecedarium (published in 
1711 and 1729). The Latin examples are the eleventh- and twelfth-century glosses inscribed 
ina Latin manuscript of the tenth or eleventh century preserved in the Bibliothéque Nationale 
and known as the Paris Abecedarium. 


ChSI. Banduri Paris 
b buky provKy bécobi 
z Zivéte CnByt gfuete 
i ize We ffe 
r rci prittin recf 
t tvrbdo vtpépde tordo 
f froth = bEpwt fort 
é erbvb tEEpBH faraué 


196. That is, to the church of St. Stephen with the farmsteads of Bogutej and Sedlata. The prepositionless locative 
plura! Dolas (< *ddldn-sii) is one of the few Slavic examples of PIE -Sii before it was replaced by -x» (2.14). 
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3.8. The ‘Russian’ letters in the Vita Constantini. To prove the existence of Slavic let- 
ters before the Moravian mission, some scholars cite an event reported to have occurred in 
the Greek colony of Cherson (Khersones) in the Crimea, where the Byzantine embassy to the 
Khazars headed by Constantine spent the winter of 860/861. While engaged in various lin- 
guistic pursuits in preparation for the forthcoming meeting with the Khazars, Constantine is 
said to have learned a language whose name in the various codices of the Vita Constantini 
appears as rusbkb, rospkp, rusbskb, or rosbskb. Philologically the most straightforward in- 
terpretation of these adjectives is “Russian,” so that the translation of the passage in which 
they are found might read: “And there [in Cherson] Constantine found the Gospels and the 
Psalter written in Russian letters. And he found a man who spoke that language and, having 
conversed with him, [Constantine] acquired the force of his speech. Comparing it to his own 
language, he distinguished the letters, vowels, and consonants. He offered a prayer to God, 
and soon began to read and speak [it]” (Vita Constantini 8). 

The question arises, however, what actual language was meant by the hagiographer. To 
understand “Russian” as Slavic, as V. Istrin, E. Georgiev, and many Russian scholars do, 
would imply the existence of a Slavic alphabet and of a Slavic translation of the Gospels and 
the Psalter in the mid-ninth century. Such an inference is not supported by other sources and 
runs counter to the hagiographic spirit of the vita, for it takes away from Constantine the dis- 
tinction of being the inventor of the Slavic alphabet and the first translator of the Scriptures 
into Slavic. The anachronistic and atypical character of this lection has led many scholars to 
seek alternative interpretations. Some, like Safatik, Fortunatov, Vondrdk, Kul’bakin, Lavrov, 
Saxmatov, Vajs, and Lehr-Sptawiriski have concluded that what was meant was the language 
of the Varangian Norsemen and that “Russian” stood for “Germanic” in its broadest sense. 
In this view, the passage in question could refer to Ulfila’s Gothic translation of the Bible 
made in the fourth century. Others, like Vaillant, Grégoire, Jakobson, Unbegaun, and 
Cyzevs’kyj have surmised that the original adjective was surbskp ‘Syriac’ with transposed 
letters s and r, a hypothesis strengthened by several similar instances of inversion of conso- 
nants. Should this theory be correct, the passage in question should be translated ‘written in 
Syriac letters’. It is also possible that we are dealing here with a late interpolation introduced 
in Bulgaria (L’vov 1975) or in Muscovy (Goldblatt 1986).!97 


3.9. The abecedarium from St. Sophia in Kiev. It has also been suggested that the so- 
called St. Sophia Abecedarium (in Russian Sofijskaja azbuka, 3.53) demonstrates the exis- 
tence in Rus’ of an ancient system of writing based on the Greek alphabet. The St. Sophia 
Abecedarium is a graffito discovered in 1969 on the wall of the Cathedral of St. Sophia in 
Kiev. As described by its finder, S. A. Vysockij (1970), the abecedarium consists of twenty- 
three letters of the Greek alphabet plus four Slavic letters: B 2K UL! Uf. Vysockij thought that 
this alphabet was used in Rus’ in the ninth or tenth century and that it represented a link be- 
tween the Greek alphabet of twenty-four letters and the later Cyrillic one of thirty-eight. 
Vysockij went so far as to speculate on the nature of the literary monuments that could have 
been written in the alphabet reflected by the St. Sophia Abecedarium.'®® There is, however, 


197. All extant manuscripts of the Vita Constantini are East Slavic and late (from the fifteenth century on). For a sur- 
vey of the “Russian letters” question, see Florja (1981:115—117). 

198. The existence of a pre-Cyrillic alphabet in Rus’ was first posited by Vsevolod Miller (1884:26-28). Similarly 
unverifiable is a conjecture made by the Russian scholars Valentin Kiparsky (1979:26) and Lidia Zukovskaja (198 t:13-14) 
that the Gnezdovo inscription (3.53) is an example of writing in pre-Christian Rus’. 
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no reason to see in the graffito anything more than an incomplete Cyrillic alphabet, which 
could not have appeared on the wall of the Kiev St. Sophia before the mid-eleventh century, 
when the cathedral was built. 


3.10. The origin of the terms Gilagolitic and Cyrillic. Since the time when Glagolitic 
came to the attention of scholars some two centuries ago, its origin, the time of its introduc- 
tion, and the reasons for its adoption have been the object of detailed scrutiny and have en- 
gendered many debates. Some of the problems may be said to have been resolved to every- 
one’s satisfaction. Some, inevitably, are still a matter of scholarly contention. Let us try to 
summarize here the most salient issues in the discussion. 

To begin with, it is not certain when and where the term Giagolitic (Slavic glagolica) was 
introduced. Since it was not in use in the Middle Ages, one may asume that it was a late 
coinage. It is also probable that the term was created in the Catholic milieu of Dalmatia, which 
was the postmedieval stronghold of the Glagolitic tradition. Before the introduction of the 
term Glagolitic, the alphabet which is known today by this name may have actually been 
called Cyrillic. This is what many scholars inferred from the postscript to the Book of the 
Prophets,'99 copied in 1047 by the Novgorod priest Upyrb Lixyi and preserved i in s several 
codices dating from the tum of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries: Gadga Test TH up 
NENKIM. [AKO CROACEH mal INanneaTH KHHPH cH. He KoypHaceHUe KN‘IIZ0 BAcanMUps 
nosbropoak KNarKaip’ . Ilcuen tapweadsaw sodwem8. ‘Praise be to Thee, O Heavenly 
King, for letting me write these books from Cyrillic for Prince Vladimir ruling in Novgorod, 
the elder son of Jaroslav’ (emphasis added). Since Upyrb Lixyi’s text is in Cyrillic, it was 
surmised that its original must have been Glagolitic. The corollary of this hypothesis was that 
the term Cyrillic was at some point transferred from the alphabet designed by Constantine to 
its Greek-based replacement and that the terminological void created thereby was filled by 
the new coinage.2 

The derivational base of giagolica is the Old Church Slavonic noun glagol» ‘word’, 
which is a reduplicated form of the Proto-Slavic root gol- (cf. PS]. gol-s- ‘voice’ yielding 
OCS glass, Russian gélos). A derivative of this noun is the Old Church Slavonic verb glago- 
lati ‘to speak’ (occurring also with prefixes). It seems that the specifically Church Slavonic 
associations of the stem glagol- were deemed appropriate for the name of an alphabet that 
was used solely in church services.2°' At some point after the term glagolica was introduced, 
there arose in Dalmatia the term g/agoljasi, an agent noun referring to the local Catholic 
priests, who had the dispensation to use Slavic Glagolitic books (in preference to Latin) in 
church services. 


3.11. Why was Glagolitic introduced? The monk Khrabr’s complaint that the pre- 
Constantinian attempts of the Balkan Slavs to adapt the Greek writing system to Slavic suf- 
fered from the lack of “design” was certainly justified. Yet aside from the problem presented 
by the typically Slavic sounds enumerated by Khrabr, the early Greek-based writing could 


199. Actually, the Prophets with commentaries. 

200. This widely held view was criticized by Andrzej Poppe (1985), who recalled that in one of the codices the phrase 
ue KoypHacBHy’ read actually ne KoOypHacy'’. Poppe agreed with Archimandrite Leonid (1883), who took the latter read- 
ing to be older and connected it with the noun kuré/sks ‘prototype, original’. 

201. The stem glago!- does not occur in South Slavic outside of (Old) Church Slavonic. As for West and East Slavic, 
there occur modem Czech expressive hiahol ‘uproar’, kiaholiti ‘make atacket’ and Russian dialectal gologdlit’ ‘to chat- 
ter’. It is probable that these forms hark back to the unsuccessful attempts to introduce Glagolitic services in Bohemia at 
the end of the fourteenth century and in Rus’ a few centuries earlier. 





178 - EARLY WRITING 


not have been very different from what we know as the Cyrillic alphabet. Why, then, instead 
of adjusting the Greek alphabet to the needs of Slavic (as was done later in Bulgaria), did 
rena consider it necessary to design for the mission to Moravia an entirely new al- 
phabet? 

A theological answer to this question was provided by Constantine himself during the 
great debate in Venice. Church scholars who gathered there cast doubts upon the doctrinal 
legitimacy of the special Slavic letters created by Constantine “which none else have found 
before.” “We know,” they continued, “of only three languages worthy of praising God in the 
Scriptures: Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.” Constantine parried these objections by citing his- 
torical precedents. He enumerated the various peoples “who possess writing and render glory 
unto God, each in its own language: ... Armenians, Persians, Abkhazians, Iberians [i.e. 
Georgians], Sogdians, Goths, Avars, Turks, Khazars, Arabs, Egyptians, and many others” 
(Vita Constantini 16).?0 In the eyes of Constantine and his contemporaries, the possession 
= : ach rican bestowed upon Slavic the dignity requisite for undertaking the sacred 

of Bible translation and secured for i i j 
RRR Me ram for it a place of equality among the major languages of 

More importantly, however, the creation of a specifically Slavic system of writing, one 
that had no immediate associations with other well-known alphabets, held several political 
advantages. By steering clear of recognizable Hebrew, Greek, or Latin models, Constantine 
challenged the claim, advanced most vocally by the Bavarian clergy, that only those three 
languages were worthy of transmitting the sanctity of the Scriptures and the liturgy. Secondly, 
possessing holy books couched in their own distinctive alphabet placed the Slavs on a par 
with the civilized nations of the time and made them legitimate and equal members of the 
Christian commonwealth. Finally, a writing system based on Greek or Latin would have in- 
evitably carried with it an implication of political and doctrinal dependence. In particular, the 
adoption of a Greek-based alphabet could have been interpreted as a sign of Moravia’s sub- 
servience to Byzantium, thus further complicating the mission’s position vis-a-vis the Bavar- 
ian clergy.23 


3.12. The locale of Glagolitic. Since the Glagolitic alphabet was specifically designed 
for the mission of Constantine and Methodius, we may assume that in the second half of the 
ninth century Glagolitic writings were in use in Moravia and Pannonia. The Moravian Glago- 
litic tradition gave us such monuments of Old Church Slavonic as the Prague Fragments and 
the Kiev Folios. 

Following the death of Methodius and the expulsion of Slavic monks from Moravia, the 
Glagolitic tradition was continued in western Bulgaria (Macedonia). Particularly anapertant 
was the Ohrid center of Slavic monastic activity, which was the principal source of Glago- 
litic monuments belonging to the Old Church Slavonic canon. It is likely that the fourfold 
Gospels in the codices Zographensis and Marianus, the evangeliaries in the Codex Assema- 
nianus and the Ohrid Gospel, the Psalterium Sinaiticum, the Euchologium Sinaiticum, and 
the Glagolita Clozianus all belong to the Ohrid scriptorial tradition. In addition, the Cyrillic 


a = all of the peoples mentioned by Constantine are known to have had their own script; see n. 102 in Kantor 
‘ 203. This is what actually happened a century later in Bulgaria when the Glagolitic alphabet was replaced by Greek- 

ased Cyrillic. An analogical situation arose in the Moslem republics of the Soviet Union. First, in order to stress the sec- 
ularization of their societies, the original Arabic script was replaced by the Roman alphabet. Later, the encroaching Rus- 
sian politica! and cultura! domination forced the replacement of the Roman alphabet by Cyrillic. 








EARLY WRITING - 179 


evangeliary known as the Sava Book has been shown to be a transcription from the original 
Macedonian Glagolitic (Séepkin 1901).2% It is probable that the abecedaria inscribed in two 
Latin manuscripts, the Glagolitic Paris Abecedarium and the Cyrillic/Glagolitic Munich Abe- 
cedarium, are Macedonian as well. 

The influx of the Slavic monks expelled from Moravia may also be responsible for the 
continuation of the Glagolitic tradition in Croatia. This tradition was especially well estab- 
lished in the Bay of Quarer in the northem part of the Adriatic, where it persisted into the 
twentieth century. Of several early epigraphic monuments from that region, the long in- 
scription on the Baska stone is particularly noteworthy. 

The Glagolitic tradition left a few traces in eastern Bulgaria and in Rus’. There are Glago- 
litic inscriptions in the Round Church in Preslav and in the Cathedral of St. Sophia in Nov- 
gorod. In fact, among the earliest monuments of Glagolitic epigraphy is the Preslav Abece- 
darium inscribed on the wall of the baptistry in the Round Church. The Novgorodian priest 
Upyrt Lixyi is thought to have been responsible for transcribing an eleventh-century Glago- 
litic manuscript into Cyrillic. 

3.13. The precedence of Glagolitic. Which alphabet did Constantine design for Slavic? 
Ever since Pavel Jozef Safafik’s (1853) study of Glagolitic monuments, there has been a vir- 
tual consensus that it was Glagolitic rather than Cyrillic. The arguments in support of this 
thesis are linguistic, paleographic, and historical: 

(a) The Slavic lands using the Latin alphabet took long to adapt it systematically to their 
local linguistic needs. It was not until the advent of printing that the process of developing a 
system based on Roman letters enriched by digraphs and diacritics may be said to have been 
completed. By contrast, the introduction of the Greek alphabet in the lands of the Orthodox 
Slavdom proceeded relatively quickly and efficiently. The reason for this difference is that 
while Latin was bent to the requirements of Slavic in an arduous process of trial and error, 
Greek had the benefit of replacing an alphabet that was specifically designed to fit the sound 
system of Slavic. This leads us to conclude that the Greek-derived Cyrillic alphabet was but 
a transliteration of the older Glagolitic alphabet. 

(b) The small number of surviving Glagolitic monuments suggests that they belonged to 
a writing tradition that went out of use and was replaced by a younger and more vigorous 
Cyrillic tradition. 

(c) As a rule, Old Church Slavonic Glagolitic monuments are older than their Cyrillic 
counterparts. 

(d) The most ancient linguistic features (the uncontracted and unassimilated endings 
-aego, -aemu; the productive aorist endings -Seta, -Sete rather than -sta, -ste; root and sig- 
matic aorists) are more frequent in Old Church Slavonic Glagolitic monuments than in Cyril- 
lic texts. 

(e) Surviving (Old) Church Slavonic palimpsests are Glagolitic over Glagolitic, Cyrillic 
over Glagolitic, Cyrillic over Cyrillic, but never Glagolitic over Cyrillic. 

(f) Some Cyrillic manuscripts contain occasional Glagolitic letters, words, or sentences, 
all written by the same hand. By contrast, Cyrillic letters or words found in Glagolitic man- 
uscripts are later additions. : 

204. Thus, all the Old Church Slavonic Gospel translations derive ultimately from the Macedonian Glagolitic tradi- 

tion. It is possible, in fact, that the East Slavic Osiromir Evangeliary goes back to an East Bulgarian Cyrillic reworking 
of a Macedonian Glagolitic original (Stepkin 1901:VI-VIII). 
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(g) There are Cyrillic glosses in Glagolitic manuscripts but not the other way around. 

(h) The numerical value of Glagolitic letters represents an orderly progression of num- 
bers in strict agreement with the sequence of letters in the Glagolitic alphabet. The Cyrillic 
alphabet, by contrast, follows the Greek numerical usage and assigns no numerical value to 
several non-Greek letters. Consequently, most Glagolitic and Cyrillic numbers are repre- 
sented by different letters (3.4). Scribal errors due to this lack of equivalence indicate trans- 
positions from the Glagolitic numerical system to Cyrillic rather than the other way around. 

(i) The close relation between the Glagolitic monuments in Moravia and those in the Bal- 
kans is best explained by the expansion of the Glagolitic tradition from Moravia. Such an ex- 
pansion must have taken place before the tenth century, when the Magyar-German wedge 
separated the western from the southern Slavs. 


3.14. Digraphs and ligatures. As we have seen above, some Slavic sounds were graph- 
ically represented by digraphs, that is, by combinations of two otherwise independent letters 
either blending into a new letter or retaining their separate shapes. The former situation may 
be exemplified by the letter uka 2, made up of the letters ont 9 and izica &, the latter by 
the digraphs 8 or 88, which represented the phoneme /y/. 

Digraphs, trigraphs, and even tetragraphs and pentagraphs whose components blend into 
new graphic units while retaining their sound values are called ligatures. The Slavic practice 
of using ligatured spellings followed Greek and Latin models, where ligatures arose as a way 
of expediting the writing process or economizing space on various kinds of writing surfaces, 
notably on stone in epigraphy. At first, ligatured spellings were used to transcribe frequent 
consonant clusters, but eventually they spread to consonant-vowel sequences, especially 
those that shared a graphic feature (stem, bar, circle, etc.). Ligatures may be found in the ear- 
liest Old Church Slavonic monuments (Codex Assemanianus, Euchologium Sinaiticum) but 
they gained special popularity in the angular Croatian Glagolitic. 

Here are some fourteenth- and fifteenth-century examples of Croatian Glagolitic ligatures 
with the letter @ /v/:25 


1h0 /dv/ = Ban /zv/ a fpv/ M1 /tv/ All /xv/ Gb /vzr/ 
Other frequently used letter combinations included: 

Bi fz’ = B fmf Bap /zml/ io /gl/ Jon /gd/ Min /42/ 

GP fiz/ 99 /go/ STO py fl /mo/  /po/ B /xof 

@ /xuf Buh /za/ Oifth /tla/ O3en /vzd/ fit /pit/ (fits /prvd/ 


Greek and Cyrillic letters were less suitable for ligatured spellings than the Glagolitic 
ones. Even though such ligatures as w + 7 = © andp + & = $ occurred in south Slavic 
manuscripts as early as the thirteenth century, the bulk of Cyrillic ligatures depended on the 
relatively infrequent occurrence of adjacent and concordant stems of letters (e.g. a + K = Mm, 
atn=a,n+4a= ny, w + ¥ = &h).2% Both Byzantine and Cyrillic manuscript writing, 
however, developed a particular kind of ornamental ligature in which letters were intricately 
interconnected not only through the device of sharing graphic elements but also through in- 


205. For surveys of Glagolitic ligatures, see Jagié (1911:216-226) and Lunt (1957). 
206. Compare Latin NB for nota bene ‘take notice’. Exampies of ligatured spellings in a modem Cyrillic alphabet are 
provided by Serbian t (H + b) and 3 (n + b). 
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scription and subscription. In this kind of calligraphy, known in Russian as vjaz’, letters were 
elongated and their size was adjusted to make them fit so snugly into the adjacent letters as 
to create the impression of a continuous omament and to approach, on occasion, the goals of 
cryptography. Vjaz’ became especially popular among the eastern Slavs from the fifteenth 
century on (see Plate 3). 


3.15. Abbreviations. Ligatures were a special case of a spelling tendency whereby cer- 
tain frequently used words or expressions were abbreviated. The original impulse for this 
practice, observable since classical times, must have been a desire to save space and time. 
Writing surfaces were expensive and the process of copying texts by hand was laborious. This 
motivation is behind such commonly used Roman abbreviations as S.P.Q.R., standing for 
Senatus populusque Romanus ‘Roman senate and people’, and etc. = et cetera ‘and the rest’. 

With the advent of Christianity another class of abbreviations gained popularity. Its ori- 
gin is to be found in ancient Hebrew biblical texts, which reflect the Jewish tenet that God’s 
name is ineffable. Hellenized Jews adapted this Hebrew tradition to Greek translations of the 
Old Testament (the Septuaginta), whence it spread eventually to Christian texts, affecting 
other words of sacred content and forming a class of so-called sacred names or nomina 
sacra.2® Although the original function of the nomina sacra was not to economize but to 
leave unexpressed, they proliferated and with time reached beyond their original religious 
function and so are best viewed as abbreviations. 

The practice of abbreviating the nomina sacra was also adopted in Slavic texts. Follow- 
ing the rules of Greek orthography, Slavic abbreviations were set off from nonabbreviated 
words by superimposed lines of different shapes (~~ ), known as titla (singular titlo 
< Greek titlos ‘title, superscription’). Most of the Old Church Slavonic nomina sacra were 
nouns. They were abbreviated according to the following conventions: word initials (includ- 
ing clusters of consonants) were retained; stem-final letters and monosyllabic inflectional end- 
ings also tended to be retained; medial letters, especially vowels, tended to be omitted; first 
vowels of disyllabic inflectional endings tended to be retained. Thus, for the singular para- 
digm of proroks ‘prophet’ one finds the following abbreviations: Nom. prir)ke, Gen./Acc. 
prir)ka, Loc. prirdcé, Dat. prirku, Inst. prir)k(o)mp. Other frequent abbreviations included: 


agh, aggels ‘angel’ i(s)lp iz(d)rail» ‘Israel’ 
aph apostolt ‘apostle’ ‘ist iisusb ‘Jesus’ 
b(eys bogs ‘God’ krstb krbstb ‘cross’ 
cm césar’b ‘emperor’ mti mati ‘Mother’ 
crky crbky ‘church’ mekp moéenikt ‘martyr’ 
ef(v)ke élovéks ‘man’ nbo nebo ‘Heaven’ 
daa david ‘David’ Och otpcp ‘Father’ 
dx duxt ‘Spirit’ sr(d)ce srbdsce ‘heart’ 
ezkp ezyks ‘tongue, tribe’ sp(s)b spast ‘Savior’ 
git glagols ‘word’ “Sth sveth ‘sacred’ 
gb gospods ‘Lord’ XSb xristosb ‘Christ’ 


207. Such Greek abbreviations as 6 for Kupioc and 0 for Bed¢, which occur in the Septuaginta, are direct calques 
from Hebrew. Their Latin equivalents are dns for dominus and ds for deus, The term nomina sacra was introduced by 
the German in paleographer | Ludwig Traube (1907). This is how the principle was formulated by an East Slavic bookman: 
eme ut5 Ero WM FABH oYTsance TS TKWETed Bd THTACMD. a ete YTS Groy mep'zKo @niuee vo niuwetca 
BCe CRAAAOME DH’ HE NOKpaIBaeTca ‘What is holy and pleasing to the Lord is written under the tito but what to God 
is loathsome, corrupt, is written all in full [and] is not superscribed at all’ (Karskij 1928:232 quoting from Jagié 1895:693). 
For a survey of the nomina sacra in Slavic, see Sill (1972). 





182 - EARLY WRITING 


Instead of being omitted, consonants could also be placed above the abbreviated word, 
with or without a rounded titlo (in Russian, i aca bukvy). Here are avers balance from 


the Glagolitic coe eens: Be (bt!) for pe was’, B sot (mt) for 


molitva ‘prayer’, g V8 (mes) for mésgcs ‘month’, b3 (de) for dans ‘day’. Superscript 
letters were used frequently for word-final letters (other than the jers), as in the following 
ae ofa epeayer said over a feverish person, founds = the So lagolitic Euchologium Sinaiticum: 


Ha Pb PRA cobCRIFI oobER+VBY (Mona vet trNsomo tNsavid’) for Molitva 
nadb vbsémb tresomomb tresaviceje ‘Prayer over all that is shaked by fever’. 

Abbreviations of this type were especially common in the rubrics containing instructions 
on the manner of performance of hymns or poems during the course of the Orthodox service. 
Consider, for instance, the shorthand notation of the following rubric to the office for Metho- 
dius as it appears in the Dragan menaeum (Lavrov, ed. 1930:122): 


- _ _ -_ - ~ _— 
Be na ru 6784 WES. W nok CTH -F- NOB WH. PAA -A- md. AACTE SNA. 
With its abbreviations resolved, this line reads: 


Bevepnim Wa PocnoAH BLZEAXL OKTOHYD CTHXHPL WECTH HW MOKA CTHXHPL TPH M0 
ADBAYIN PAACH YETEPLTRA NOACBLND AACTh ZHAMENHE28 


3.16. Numerals. The letters of the Glagolitic and Cyrillic alphabets had numerical val- 
ues attached to them. The numerical system of Glagolitic was based on a simple system of 
assigning the value of units, tens, and hundreds to successive letters of the alphabet: 





Units Tens Hundreds 
1+ 63 10oPFP Of 100 b 600 4 
2 7&6 20 8 70 ? 200 2 7009 
3° 8 8 30 X 80 9 300 co §=6— 800 ¥ 
43 9 & 40 hn 90 F 400 & 900 9 
5 & 50 & 500 





The teens were written so as to reflect the sequence of numbers in the compound. Thus, 
+ | and © 10 rendered 11 edinz na desete = +®, and & 2 and ® 10 rendered 12 dava na 
desete = UB. 

The numerical system of Cyrillic followed the Greek system. It did not assign any nu- 
merical value to the letters that did not occur in Greek (6 *#* wb b& ‘A 16 @ etc.) but retained 
otherwise unused letters that had a numerical value in Greek (4 = 60, = 700, y = 400). 

In both Glagolitic and Cyrillic, letters used as numerals had to be distinguished from let- 
ters used in their primary function. This was done by placing a titlo over each letter in a nu- 
meral or over the entire numeral. Thousands were marked by placing the sign , or , before 
the numeral: + = 1, # = 2, je = 1000, -L = 20007 


208. Thatis, the sticheiron is ua “rocnoan stxsayn” ‘Lord, [ cry unto thee’ (Ps. 140/141); it is for six verses (which 
are to be interpolated after verse 3 of Psalm 129/130); in tone IV as in the hymn Aacva zRamenne ‘You gave the signs’; 
AbBaipn is derived from AbBawEAN, cf. modem Russian dvdédy ‘twice’. 

209. However, 1000 was also expressed with the letter @/2/. Extrapolating from this and from the fact that W 
occurred in later texts with the value of 2000, Trubetzkoy (1954:18) surmised that the last nine letters of the Glagolitic 
alphabet must originally have had the numerical valve of thousands. 
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3.17. Dates. Early Slavic texts recorded dates according to the Byzantine (or Constan- 
tinople) era, a method of reckoning the passage of time from the “creation of the world.” It 
consisted in adding 5508 (the presumed « date of Jesus’ birth) to the date of the recorded event. 
The conversion from the Byzantine date to the modem one is complicated by the differences 
in the organization of the calendar, in particular by the three competing dates for the new 
year: Julian January 1, Paschal March 1, and ecclesiastic September 1.2!° For the calendar 
whose new year falls on September 1, one deducts 5508 from a Byzantine date between the 
months of January and August, and 5509 from a date between September and December. 
Thus, the date of the death of Methodius, reported in Vita Methodii 17 as being April 6, 6393, 
should be understood as April 6, 885 (i.e. 6393 minus 5508). When the month of an event is 
not known, some scholars take a chance on probability (eight to four) and deduct 5508, while 
others deduct 5509 and 5508 and record the date with a slash. Thus, the year 6501 in the Tsar 
Samuil Inscription, the oldest dated monument of Old Church Slavonic, may be converted 
to 993 or 992/993.2!! 

An auxiliary unit of measuring time was a fifteen-year cycle called indiction. The year of 
the indiction is the difference between the year of the event and the nearest previous year di- 
visible by fifteen. Thus Methodius’ death is said to have occurred in the third indiction be- 
cause 6393 minus 6390 equals 3. 


3.18. Punctuation and diacritics. Punctuation practices were modeled on the Byzan- 
tine Greek usage and, like it, were not fully systematized. By and large, the following rules 
were observed: the basic punctuation mark was a point; a single point raised to the top of the 
line ( * ) was “stronger” than a single point placed at the bottom ( . ) or in the middle of the 
line ( - ); single points were See than two or more points; multiple points occurred in 
different arrangements (: + + 23“ 2-2). 

Some Old Church Sioa texts used a raised mark ( ~ ) to indicate the palatization of 
consonants. Thus, the Codex Zographensis is noted for its faithful rendition of the PSI. n’ I’ 
as ?& . The apostrophe (') and the paerdk (* ) were often used to indicate omitted vow- 
els, usually the jers in weak position. 

The supralinear diacritics that are often found in Old Church Slavonic texts over vowels 
in syllable-initial positions imitated the Greek practice of marking the place of stress and of 
indicating the so-called rough and soft breathings on initial vowels.2'? The only text where 
the supravocalic diacritics may have had some independent phonetic value is the Latin-based 
Glagolitic Kiev Missal. In addition to its putative rough and soft breathings, this monument 
contains such accent markings as “~ * ~ which possibly had something to do with the pro- 
nunciation or with the chanting of the text. (For a specimen folio of the Kiev Missal, show- 
ing all the punctuation and supralinear markings, see App. D, Glag. 1.) 


210. March 1, the date of the new year in ancient Rome, was replaced by January | in 153 a.c., the latter date adopted 
also by the Julian calendar of 46 u.c. The ecclesiastic new year celebrated on September | was set in 325 a.D. by the First 
Ecumenical Council in Nicaea. It represented an adaptation of the Jewish new year, whose relevance for Christianity was 
derived from Jesus’ embracement (Luke 4.19) of the prophet Isaiah’s reference to the “acceptable year of the Lord” (Isa. 
61.2). September 1 was also the date of the conversion of Constantine the Great, the convener of the Council, after he saw 
a vision of the cross in the sky and the Latin inscription fn hoc signo vinces ‘In this sign thou shalt conquer’. 

211. The Paschal new year beginning in March was used in Rus’ until the mid-fourteenth century. Its rules of con- 
version require the subtraction of 5508 from March through December and of 5507 from January through February. Thus, 
the date 6391, which according to the Primary Chronicle was the year when Oleg campaigned against the Derevlians, 
may be transcribed as 883/884. A synopsis of the Orthodox church calendar is given in appendix C. 

212. The symbols for rough and soft breathings (t+ and 4) represented originally the left and right sides of the letter H. 
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3.19. Styles of handwriting. Shapes of letters depended to a large degree on the function 
of the text and on the writing surface. The most formal and elegant Cyrillic letters were in the 
uncial style of writing (Russian ustdv). They were derived from the dignified style of stone in- 
scriptions and were characterized by carefully drawn upright letters of equal size (except for ini- 
tials), without ligatures. There were few abbreviations and no word spacing. Uncial writing was 
typical of solemn biblical texts such as the Ostromir Evangeliary copied in 1056/1057. East 
Slavic legal and business documents from the fourteenth century on were characterized by a less 
formal style known as semi-uncial (Russian poluustdv). Its letters may be slightly inclined, ver- 
tical lines are elongated and often curved, and there are more abbreviations, ligatures, super- 
scribed letters, and stress marks. Semi-uncial eventually gave way to cursive writing (Russian 
skéropis’ ), which appeared in the Balkans in the thirteenth century and from there spread to Rus’. 

This traditional classification of handwriting is applicable to Cyrillic but less so to Glago- 
litic. The two main styles of Glagolitic are both of the uncial type. They are the round letters 
of the oldest monuments from Moravia and Pannonia (e.g. the Kiev Missal) and from Mace- 
donia (e.g. the codices Assemanianus, Zographensis, and Marianus) and the angular letters 
typical of early Croatian liturgical texts. From the fifteenth century on, Croatian angular 
Glagolitic is characterized by a large number of ligatures. At the same time nonliturgical texts, 
especially legal monuments, begin to show features combining semi-uncial and cursive 
styles. A unique example of transition from round to angular styles is represented by the in- 
scription on the Baska Stone from the beginning of the twelfth century (App. D, Glag. 4). 


3.20. Physical description of manuscripts. The description of carly Slavic manuscripts 
must contain a note about their physical aspect, including the layout of the page, format, writ- 
ing materials and implements, and binding and decorative elements. All of the oldest Slavic 
manuscripts were written on parchment and consisted of one or more folios (leafs) with writ- 
ing on one or both sides (pages). The front (first) side of a folio is called recto (r), its back 
side verso (v). The writing could be right across the page or it could be organized in two 
columns, for which are used the designations a and b. Single-folio texts are either documents 
(charters) or fragments of larger texts. A gathering (or quire) of folios folded and sewn to- 
gether formed a codex (Slavic kan’ iga).2"3 A single fold formed a bifolium (two folios, that 
is, four pages). Two bifolia formed a binion (eight pages), three a ternion (twelve pages), four 
a quaternion (sixteen pages), etc. The quaternion or, to use its Byzantine name, tetradion 
(hence Russian tetrdd’ ‘notebook’) was the basic organizing unit of a manuscript and was 
subject to consecutive numbering. Pagination in the modem sense of the word did not exist 
in medieval writing practice, and specific folios were referred to by complex numbers, with 
the first digit indicating the tetradion and the second the folio. Thus ra meant the first folio 
of the third tetradion.2'* The tetradia were sewn together with a thread and protected by a 
binding made of two boards covered with leather and locked with one or two metal clasps. 


3.21. Writing materials. The favorite medieval writing surface was parchment.2!5 It was 
produced from the skin of larger domestic animals, such as sheep, goats, calves, and even cows. 


213. This term occurred usually in the plural as kin’ igy. It was borrowed into Slavic from Turkic, but its ultimate ori- 
gin seems to have been the ancient Chinese word for ‘scro!l’. The word codex is derived from Latin caudex ‘tree trunk’; 
cf. English book (< OE bdk) and beech (< OE bek < Gmc. bakjan). 

214. Foliation or numbering by folios was not introduced until the advent of printing, and in many instances consid- 
erably later. The process of putting loose tetradia in order was facilitated by the catchword at the bottom of each page 
which anticipated the first word on the following page. 

215. So known because of the Anatolian town of Pergamon, which was one of the larger parchment manufacturing 
centers of antiquity. 
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The skin was first soaked in caustic calcium lye to loosen the hair and dissolve the fat. Then it 
was washed, stretched on a frame, and dried. This durable but very expensive material was 
used in the writing of all early Slavic codices and documents.?!© The surfaces devised for per- 
sonal correspondence and other kinds of informal writing were cheaper but perishable. Thus, 
no trace remains of the northem practice of writing on wooden boards (Russian /ub), and the 
only reason for the survival of many birchbark documents from Novgorod, Pskov, and 
Smolensk is that they were trapped between superimposed layers of log pavements, which sank 
gradually into the practically oxygen-free bogs of northern Russia. Stones and objects made 
of wood, clay, or metal, such as looms, amphoras, drinking bowls, crosses, seals, and coins, 
bear various kinds of engraved inscriptions, and church walls had graffiti scratched onto them. 

The recipes for black ink (*éy' nidlo) differed from scriptorium to scriptorium. The main 
ingredients were soot, sulfate of iron, gall nuts, and boiled-down bark of certain trees. The 
intensity of the original color tends to fade with time, producing the brownish tint that one 
often sees in surviving manuscripts. Cinnabar (sulfide of mercury) and other red inks were 
used for page omaments (Russian zastdvki) and highlighted portions of the text including 
titles and large initials. Occasionally other colors are also found, green and yellow in the 
Codex Assemanianus, green, blue, and gold in the Ostromir Evangeliary, gold in the charter 
of the great prince Mstislav to the Monastery of St. George near Novgorod. 

The scribe was seated at a small sloping desk on which he had his writing implements. For 
writing on parchment they included a quill pen, a hom to hold the ink, and a knife or razor for 
sharpening the quill and for erasing. If the design of the lining system was left to the scribe, he 
needed a punctorium for marking out the margins (text and column width) and an awl and a 
ruler for tracing lines. Colored initials, omaments, and illuminations were executed separately 
at the end of the copying process by specially trained scribes.?"” For writing on birchbark all 
that was needed was a sharp tool (stylus) for scratching letters onto the back side of bark. 


3.22. Palimpsests. Because of the high price of parchment, unneeded texts were often 
“recycled” by erasing the original writing and replacing it with another, forming the so-called 
palimpsests.2'® Modem ultraviolet technology allows scholars to partly recover the under- 
lying text. An example is the octoechos from the Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Pe- 
tersburg, whose Glagolitic Old Church Slavonic text was erased to make room for a four- 
teenth-century Cyrillic manuscript. The largest Slavic palimpsest is the Bojana Gospel, an 
evangeliary of the late twelfth or early thirteenth century written in Cyrillic over an erased 
Glagolitic text. It was acquired in the village of Bojana, near Sofia, in 1845. Another 
palimpsest evangeliary is the thirteenth-century Koxno Gospel, in which a Cyrillic text was 
written over Greek. It is named for a captain of the Russian army who bought the manuscript 
in Bulgaria during the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-1878. Also in Cyrillic written over Greek 
is the Slepée Apostol. An example of a Glagolitic text written over Glagolitic is provided by 
a seventeen-folio segment (out of 304 folios) of the Codex Zographensts. 


3.23. The term Old Church Slavonic. Contacts between the Slavs and the civilizations 
of Christian Europe began in the sixth century and culminated three centuries later with the 


216. As far as one can tell, all parchment used in early Slavic manuscripts was imported. Paper began to be iniro- 
duced among the Slavs in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries but cannot be said to have gained a permanent foothold 
until the introduction of printing around 1500. 

217. Note the derivation of PSI. pis-/pss- ‘write’ from PIE péjk'-/pfk’- ‘adom’ (cf. Latin ping, -ere, pictus ‘paint’). 

218. From Greek pdtin ‘again’ and psén ‘to rub away’. For a list of Slavic palimpsests, see Gransirem 1964. 
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most important event of Slavic cultural history—the creation of a Slavic written language. 
Its appearance followed an intensive drive emanating from the West to bring the Slavs into 
the Christian fold. The earliest Western missions to reach the Slavs were the Irish and Scot- 
tish Benedictines, whose evangelizing efforts on the European continent began in the eighth 
century. They were followed by the Bavarian missions from Salzburg, Regensburg, and Pas- 
sau and by the Italian missions from Aquileia. None of the Western missions, however, was 
concemed with the development of a Slavic literary idiom, even though some areas of pros- 
elityzing activity (such as the homiletics) must have called for the use of Slavic. It fell to the 
mission from Constantinople, under the leadership of Constantine and Methodius, to engage 
in a specific program of translations of the Scriptures and the liturgy into Slavic. These goals 
determined the religious nature of the oldest Slavic literary monuments.?!9 They also justify 
the epithet church in the names most commonly used for the language of these monuments: 
Old Church Slavonic or Old Church Slavic. Of the other terms that are in use, Old Slavic is 
popular in Russian (staroslavjdnskij jazyk) and in France (vieux slave), and Old Bulgarian is 
favored in Bulgaria (starobdlgarski ezik). The former appears to be too encompassing for a 
language whose functional geographic ranges are strictly circumscribed. The latter, on the 
other hand, is not broad enough for a language whose development is linked not only with 
the Slavs of the Balkans but also with those inhabiting the lands north of the Danube.229 

There is no denying that Old Church Slavonic reached its maturity in tenth-century Bul- 
garia and that it acquired there its distinctive Bulgarian linguistic imprint. It is also true, how- 
ever, that Old Church Slavonic was created through the efforts of Constantine and Metho- 
dius, who hailed from the southernmost Macedonian town of Thessalonica, and that it was 
the Slavic dialect of their native town which provided the basis for the nascent literary 
idiom. Nor should we forget that Moravia was the destination and, together with Pannonia, 
the locus of the brothers’ missionary activity, and that it was with the help of their Moravian 
and Pannonian disciples that many Old Church Slavonic translations were first produced. The 
Kiev Missal, with its many West Slavic features, testifies to the vitality of the Moravian pe- 
riod of Old Church Slavonic. 


3.24. Old Church Slavonic and Proto-Slavic. Old Church Slavonic appeared at the 
time when the rise of independent Slavic states (Carantania, Pannonia, Bulgaria, and 
Moravia) gave greater weight to Proto-Slavic dialect distinctions and speeded the ultimate 
breakup of Slavic linguistic unity. By the mid-ninth century, however, this process had not 
yet gone far enough to obliterate the formal similarity between Old Church Slavonic and 
other Slavic dialects. There are good reasons, in fact, for maintaining that Old Church 
Slavonic represents the southeastern dialect of a language that was still common to all the 
Slavs (Lunt 1984/1985). One could propose, therefore, that the term Common Slavic (dis- 
cussed in 2.5) be reserved for the earliest period of written Slavic, whether it is documented 
or not. That period would include the Slavic of the lost writings of the Moravian mission, the 
earliest Old Church Slavonic monuments dated from the end of the tenth century and the tum 
of the tenth/eleventh centuries, and the bulk of the Old Church Slavonic corpus from the 


219. In addition to purely religious texts, the corpus of Old Church Slavonic includes the oldest monuments of lay 
epigraphy (3.53). 

220. lis older native appellation was simply slovénaskyi ¢zyks ‘the Slavic language’. The problem of nomenclature 
has been aggravated by the different terminological resources of various languages. Thus the possibility of employing the 
difference between drevneslavjanskij and starostavjanskij (Picchio 1963:122-126) may be present in Russian, but it does 
not exist in many other languages. 
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eleventh century. We must bear in mind, however, that the line separating the notions of di- 
alect and language is fluid and, more often than not, politically determined, and that the early 
period of Old Church Slavonic is not documented at all. Thus, the acceptability of the view 
that Old Church Slavonic was a dialect of Late Proto-Slavic (or Common Slavic) hinges upon 
its reconstruction which, depending on the scholar’s convictions, might stress the features 
that were common to the two languages or the signs of the incipient dissolution of Late Proto- 
Slavic. It is nonetheless a fact that “the Slavic language of the first translators in the ninth 
century, while presenting numerous easily discernible characteristic dialectal particularities, 
is still sufficiently close to Common Slavic [Proto-Slavic] . . . to serve linguists as a conve- 
nient substitute for Common Slavic which was not recorded” (Meillet 1921:8).22! 


3.25. The periodization of Old Church Slavonic. As mentioned above, the period dur- 
ing which canonical Old Church Slavonic texts were copied lasted from the middle of the 
ninth century till the turn of the twelfth century, about two hundred and fifty years. The cor- 
pus of Old Church Slavonic, however, provides us with textual evidence for only the last one 
hundred years of that stretch of time. Its initial history, for which no written sources have sur- 
vived, must be reconstructed on the basis of the evidence found in ancillary sources (1.31), 
in particular the vitae of Constantine and Methodius. On ‘the strength of this testimony we 
can posit four basic periods in the history of Old Church Slavonic. 

First and probably shortest was the Constantinopolitan period, during which Constantine 
and Methodius readied themselves for their mission to the Slavs. This period saw the cre- 
ation of the Slavic alphabet and the first set of translations of the liturgical texts destined for 
Moravia.22? The language of these first translations was based in all likelihood on the Mace- 
donian dialect of Thessalonica, the native city of the brothers. 

Second was the Moravo-Pannonian period, which flourished for about twenty five years, 
from the arrival of the mission of Constantine and Methodius in Moravia in 863 till its ex- 
pulsion shortly after Methodius’ death in 885, but survived for a hundred years or so beyond 
that time in isolated enclaves like the S4zava monastery in Bohemia. That was the period dur- 
ing which the bulk of the biblical translations was accomplished. The language of these trans- 
lations was probably lacking in dialectal uniformity. It must have been characterized by vary- 
ing degrees of amalgamation of the Macedonian dialect of Constantine and Methodius and 
the Moravo-Pannonian dialect of their local disciples. 

Third was the undocumented Bulgarian and Macedonian, perhaps also Croatian, period.??4 
It lasted about one hundred years, from the arrival of the Moravian missionaries in Bulgaria at 
the end of the ninth century to the end of the tenth century, the time from which the first ex- 
tant Old Church Slavonic texts date. Linguistically, this period was probably marked by an 
ever-increasing Bulgarization of Moravo-Pannonian texts and the preparation of new transla- 

tions devoid of any West Slavic characteristics. The Kiev Missal is the only canonical Old 
Church Slavonic monument in which the specifically Moravo-Pannonian regionalisms (cf. 


221. The linguistic success of the missionary endeavor of Constantine and Methodius is, of course, a significant in- 
dication that the brothers’ Macedonian dialect was easily understood and assimilated by the Moravians. One has to re- 
member, however, that even several centuries later (Old) Church Slavonic functioned as the literary lingua franca of all 
the Orthodox Slavs. ; 

222. It is quite possible that some of these texts were originally used or intended to be used in the Christianization of 
Bulgaria (Fine 1983: 113-114). 

223. It was, in fact, sparsely documented by a handful of fragments‘of inscriptions (Krepéa of 921, Prestav of 931, 
and Dobruja of 943 (7), 3.53). 
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3.29) are overlaid with Bulgarian linguistic features. It is possible that an analogous process 
took place in Croatia. The Glagolitic writing, which is documented there from the twelfth cen- 
tury on, may have been started by some of the displaced members of the Moravian mission. 

Fourth and last was the fully documented Bulgarian and Macedonian period, also about 
one hundred years in duration, from the end of the tenth century to the end of the eleventh 
century. It is from this period that practically all of the Old Church Slavonic monuments date. 
Its Bulgarian and Macedonian components are identified with the two chief monastic centers 
of Bulgaria, one in Preslav, Pliska’s successor as the Bulgarian capital, the other in Mace- 
donian Ohrid and its environs. In this way, after two and a half centuries of development, Old 
Church Slavonic retumed to its dialectal beginnings in Macedonia. 


3.26. The Ohrid and Preslav schools. Linguistically, the Ohrid and Preslav centers or 
schools, located as they were in the eastern South Slavic dialect area, must have been very 
close to each other. Yet in actual scriptorial practice they differed considerably. The Ohrid 
school, founded by Clement, a disciple of Methodius, was marked by linguistic conservatism 
exemplified by its fidelity to the Glagolitic tradition. The Ohrid translators were also skillful 
in finding adequate Slavic equivalents to the complex syntactic structures of Greek. The 
Preslav school, by contrast, founded by Tsar Symeon himself and nurtured by Naum, another 
of Methodius’ disciples, was much more dependent on Greek models. This can be observed 
in its translating practices and in its readiness to abandon Glagolitic in favor of the Greek- 
based Cyrillic alphabet. 

In phonology the two schools differed in their treatment of PSI. t and ja. In the texts of 
the Ohrid school these were frequently rendered with o and é respectively, while in the texts 
of the Preslav school they were preserved as 2 and ja.” It is the lexicon, however, that of- 
fers the clearest evidence of the differences between these two schools. Here is a list of some 
of those differences, as compiled by Miréev (1963:50):225 


Ohrid Preslav 
threshing floor gumbno tokn 
house xramina xlévina 
sacrifice Zretva tréba 
life Zivot Zitie 
inheritance dostoénie naslédie 
grace blagodétn blagodatb 
stick drtkolp Zrbdb 
bridegroom Zenixn zelb 
companion klevrétp podrug, 
coin skplezb ceta 
gathering SbNbMb sbborb 
large velii velikp 
sorrowful dreselp sétbnb 
near iskrnii blizenii 
only tbkbmo tEtijQ 
for radi délpma 
from the beginning iskoni isprbva 


224. This difference does not contradict the claim of greater linguistic conservatism in Ohrid. It merely reflects an 
important dialect isogloss separating Macedonian from Bulgarian. 
225. For a fuller list of such lexical contrasts, see Slavova 1989. 
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3.27. The canon of Old Church Slavonic. In addition to dialectal and chronological cri- 
teria, the corpus of Old Church Slavonic is defined by an important cultural consideration— 
evidence that a text does not depart significantly from the original design of Constantine and 
Methodius, that is, that it belongs to what has come to be known as the Cyrillo-Methodian 
tradition. A text that does not meet all of these three criteria—linguistic, chronological, and 
cultural—is barred from inclusion in the canon of Old Church Slavonic. There are, to be sure, 
instances of disputable assignments. Thus the Freising Fragments, dating from the eleventh 
century and showing some linguistic and cultural traits of Old Church Slavonic,?26 are usu- 
ally not included in the canon because some features of their phonology appear to be Alpine 
Slavic in origin. Similarly, the oldest dated Slavic manuscript, the Ostromir Evangeliary 
(1057), shows dialect features that betray its East Slavic rather than South Slavic origin. On 
the other hand, the Kiev Missal, though containing a Western liturgy and several West Slavic 
linguistic features, is included in the Old Church Slavonic canon because of its Bulgarian lin- 
guistic overlay and its probable connection with the activities of the Moravian mission. 

Old Church Slavonic monuments may be classified into two groups, Glagolitic and Cyril- 
lic, according to the alphabet in which they were written.22” Glagolitic texts are all manu- 
scripts on parchment and, unless otherwise indicated, dafe from the eleventh century. With 
the possible exception of the Kiev Missal, which exhibits West Slavic features, and the 
Glagolita Clozianus, which may be Croatian, all Glagolitic texts are assumed to be of Mace- 
donian provenience. They are: 


Kiev Missal (KM), seven folios, late tenth century (3.41.5) 

Codex Zographensis (Zo.), 288 folios, tenth/eleventh century (3.42) 
Codex Marianus (Mar.), 173 folios, early eleventh century (3.42) 
Codex Assemanianus (Ass.), 158 folios, early eleventh century (3.41.1) 
Psalterium Sinaiticum (Ps.), 177 folios (3.41.4) 

Euchologium Sinaiticum (Euch.), 109 folios (3.41.5) 

Glagolita Clozianus (Cloz.), fourteen folios (3.44) 

Ohrid Folios (Ohr.), two folios (3.41.1) 

Rila Folios (Ril.)}, two folios and five folio fragments (3.44) 


The oldest Cyrillic texts are Bulgarian inscriptions (3.53), of which the most important are: 


Mostie's Inscription, thirty words on a tombstone, mid-tenth century 
Temnié Inscription, fifteen words on stone, mid-tenth century (7?) 

Paul Khartophylaks’ Inscription, six words on plaster, tenth century 
Ktétér's (Founder) Inscription, fourteen words on stone, tenth century 
Spinning Wheel Inscription, two words on clay, tenth century (?) 

Tsar Samuil's Inscription, thirty-one words on a tombstone, 992/993 


Except for the Zographos Fragments, which are Macedonian, all Cyrillic parchment 
manuscripts are of Bulgarian provenience and date from the eleventh century: 


Sava's Book (Sav.), 126 folios (3.41.1) 
Codex Suprastiensis (Supr.), 284 folios (3.44) *" 


226. Especially close to the Old Church Slavonic wadition is the homily (known as the Adhortatio ad poenitentiam 
or Freising WI) with its clear echoes of the Homily on the Apostle or Martyr attributed to Clement of Ohrid (possibly as a 
translation from John Chrysostom). Note that the large Slovak jazyka staroslovénského of the Czecho-Slovak Academy 
of Sciences does include the Freising Fragments in the canon of Old Church Slavonic. 

227. For the content and other features of the monuments of Old Church Slavonic, see the cross-referenced sections 
below. 
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Enina Apostol (En.), thirty-nine folios (3.41.2) 
Hilandar Folios (Hil.), two folios (3.44) 
Undol’skij's Fragments (Und.), two folios (3.41.1) 
Macedonian Folio (Mac.), one folio (3.31) 
Zographos Fragments (Zogr. Fr.), two folio (3.48.1) 
Stuck Psalter (S1.), five folios (3.41.4) 


3.28. Old Church Slavonic and Church Slavonic. As we have seen, the language we 
call Old Church Slavonic is represented by a relatively small number of texts. The rest of me- 
dieval Slavic writing that belongs to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition is either too late or too 
suffused with dialectal features to be included in the canon of Old Church Slavonic. The lan- 
guage of such texts is conventionally referred to as Church Slavonic. The importance of 
Church Slavonic in the cultural development of Orthodox Slavdom cannot be overstated. It 
served all the domains of the intellectual life of the Orthodox Slavs from the end of the Old 
Church Slavonic period until the modem era, when its secular functions began to be taken 
over by national literary languages. During the period of its preeminence Church Slavonic 
was the only supranational literary idiom of Orthodox Slavdom, playing a role comparable 
to that of Latin in the Roman West. Today, Church Slavonic functions as the liturgical lan- 
guage of the Slavic national Orthodox churches in Bulgaria, Macedonia, Serbia, Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Russia.?”* In this strictly specialized sphere of use it is referred to by some schol- 
ars as New Church Slavonic (Mare& 1979:12-13). 

Old Church Slavonic, with its restricted functional compass, was a relatively homogeneous 
language. Its South Slavic and, more narrowly, eastern South Slavic dialect base is shown by 
such features as South Slavic s’ from PSI. x by the progressive palatalization of velars (2.31), 
South Slavic / from PSI. ¢/ dl (2.33), South Slavic #RaC from PSI. #dRC (2.35), Bulgarian 
5 2d’ from PSI. t’ d’ (2.36),?29 and Macedonian é from PSI. a after soft consonants (2.24, 2.27). 

The antiquity of Old Church Slavonic is confirmed by the similarity of its phonological sys- 
tem to that of the reconstructed system of Late Proto-Slavic. In particular, the texts of the Old 
Church Slavonic canon are characterized by the continued operation of the law of open sylla- 
bles illustrated by the rendition of late Proto-Slavic vocalic liquids with sequences of a liquid 
followed by a jer (2.35.b), the preservation of Late Proto-Slavic nasal vowels, and the relatively 
faithful retention of the etymological jers in strong position.2°° At the same time departures 
from the expected quality of the jers in strong position offer a criterion for dividing Old Church 
Slavonic into three dialect areas: a conservative area, where b & remain (KM, Sav., Supr. II, 
SI.), the West Bulgarian or Macedonian area, where b > e and > 0 (Zo., Mar., Ass., Ps., Euch., 
Cloz.), and the East Bulgarian area, where b > e and ® remains (Ohr., Supr. I, Hil., Und.). 


3.29, Local recensions of Church Slavonic, Church Slavonic, which in contrast to Old 
Church Slavonic was used over a vast territory during a long period of time and in a variety 
functions, incorporated a number of formal characteristics of the Slavic vernaculars with 


228. Until the eighteenth century, Church Slavonic was also the language of the Romanian Orthodox church. It has 
been in continuous use by the Catholic glagolja$i of the West Dalmatian littoral and by the Uniate Church of Wester 
Ukraine and Westem Belarus. For a survey of Church Slavonic (including Old Church Slavonic), see Picchio 1980. 

229, But West Slavic c z in the Kiev Missal. However, the West Slavic features of the Kiev Missal are overlaid with 
such South Slavic features as / < PSI. ¢/ di (rather than # dl); s* < PSI. x by the progressive palatalization of velars (rather 
than 5), #RaC < PSI. #ARC (rather than #RoC). 

230. The jers are particularly faithfully rendered in the Kiev Missal. 
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which it coexisted. The identification of these characteristics allows us to classify Church 
Slavonic into several local varieties, known as recensions.2>! 


3.29.1. The Bulgarian and Macedanian recensions (also referred to as Middle Bul- 
garian) exhibit most of the characteristics of Old Church Slavonic. They are distinguished 
from it by several phonological features, of which the most important is the treatment of the 
reflexes of Proto-Slavic nasal vowels (¢ g), which in most Bulgarian and Macedonian dialects 
became denasalized. The traditional Cyrillic representation of these vowels was retained 
(& = €, R = Q), but these spellings were not always used in accordance with etymology. They 
depended instead on more or less consistently applied distributional criteria reflecting the 
characteristics of the local dialect or on an artificially selected morphological principle. The 
former may be illustrated by the usage of manuscripts originating in the Ohrid region: 


(a) PSI. ¢ was replaced by g after Proto-Slavic soft consonants, e.g. Costs ‘part’, fgtati ‘walk’, 
Stedéti ‘save’, Zgtva ‘harvest,’ jozyks ‘tongue’ (OCS ¢: égsth, F¢tati, stedéti, Zetva ezyks). 

(b) PSI. g was replaced by ¢ after PSI. n’r’ i’ and after soft labials (following the loss of the 
epenthetic /), e.g. xranje ‘I guard’, tvorje ‘I do’, volje ‘I prefer’, spp’ ¢ ‘I sleep’ (OCS @: xranje, 
tvorjo, vole, sbpli). 


Another phonological feature distinguishing the manuscripts of the Bulgarian recension 
is provided by the treatment of the Proto-Slavic jers. In most manuscripts the spellings re- 
flected the merger of the jers in the local dialects (a tendency noticeable also in Old Church 
Slavonic texts). Some manuscripts retained the two jers but used them either indiscriminately 
or according to some nonetymological principle (e.g.  word-internally and & word-finally). 
The majority of manuscripts, however, used only one jer, with 2 predominating in the texts 
from the southem scriptoria (Ohrid) and 4 characterizing the texts copied in the areas adja- 
cent to Serbia (the single 4 orthography is in fact a feature of the Serbian recension of Church 
Slavonic).232 


3.29.2. The Serbian and Croatian recensions are characterized by the following 
phonological features: 


(a) PSl.¢ 9 > eu, e.g. ime ‘name’, sutb ‘they are’ (OCS ¢ @: ime, ser). 

(b) PSI. y > i, e.g. ci ‘thou’, posilaeth ‘sends’ (OCS y: ty, posylaetn). 

(c) PSI. 5 & (jers in weak position) merged, and only one of them tended to be used. In Serbian 
texts it was mostly 4, while in Croatian Glagolitic texts it was mostly 2. In Old Church Slavonic 
the distinction between 4 and & was generally preserved. 

(d) PSI. 5 b (jers in strong position) > a, e.g. mast ‘revenge’, krepak ‘strong’ (OCS b b: mbstb, 
kréppks). 

(e) PSI. CR’C CRC > CRC, e.g. krsth ‘cross’, trgb ‘market’ (OCS CRsC CRC: krtst, trbgs). 

(f) PSI. é > e, e.g. svetlosts ‘light’ (OCS é: svétalosts). 

(g) PSI. #vsC #vaC > #uC, e.g. udovica ‘widow’, u véki ‘forever’, usta < “vbz-sta ‘(s)he stood 
up’ (OCS #vsC #v2C: vedovica, vp véky, vbsta). 


3.29.3. The Czech (West Slavic) recension is exemplified by the Prague Fragments. It 
showed the following features: ss 


231. The emphasis here is on the phonological characteristics, even though morphology, syntax, and lexicon provide 
equally valid criteria; witness the distribution of the instrumenta! singular ending of the -d- stems, which in North Slavic 
is generally replaced by the -d-stem ending-mms, c.g. ESI. orpoxtme vs. OCS otrokomp ‘servant’. 

232. Interestingly, in the Codex Assemanianus a predilection for s is slearly discernible. Single s spellings also char- 
acterize Croatian Glagolitic texts. 
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(a) PSI. ¢ > a, e.g. postaviga ‘they placed’ (OCS ¢: postavi§e). 

(b) PSI. g > u, e.g. Acc. Sg. obidu ‘offense’ (OCS g: obidg). There were also instances of hyper- 
correct forms in which u < PSI. u was spelled 9, e.g. pomilgi ‘have mercy’! (OCS pomilui). 

(c) PSI. 4 dj > cz, e.g. Dat. Pl. Def. xvalecims ‘praising’, utvrpzenie ‘confirmation’ (OCS §¢ Za: 
xvalestimt, utvrbidenie). 

(d) PSI. sk + FV > 5¢, e.g. Loc. Sg. sudi¢i ‘judgment’ (OCS St: sediSti). 

(e) PSI. di > dl, e.g. Acc. Sg. modlitvu ‘prayer’ (OCS /: molitvg). 

(f) PSI. x > § by progressive palatalization of velars, e.g. Nom. Pl. M v(s)si ‘all’ (OCS s’: vasi). 

(g) PSI. Pj > P’, e.g. préstavenie ‘Assumption’, Gen. Sg. zeme ‘earth’ (OCS Pl’: préstavl' enie, 
zeml'e). 


The Kiev Missal is considered part of the canon of Old Church Slavonic despite some 
West Slavic features: 


c < PSI. if and ke + FV, e.g. Nom. Pi. M prosece (< *ti) ‘asking’, pomocs (< *kt + FV) ‘help’ 
(Blg./Mac. OCS St: proseste, pomoste). 

cé < PSI. tja, e.g. obécénie ‘promise’ (Blg./Mac obéStanie/obésténie). 

5é < PSI. stj and sk + FV, e.g. ociféenié ‘purification’ (Gen. Sg.), zasciti ‘defend’! (Blg./Mac. 
OCS St: odiftenié, zastiti). 

z < PSI. dj, e.g. dazb ‘give’! (Blg./Mac. OCS zd: dazds). 


The Kiev Missal also contains several lexical West Slavicisms: mbsé ‘Mass’ (Blg./Mac. 
OCS sluzpba), oplats ‘oblation’, papezp ‘pope’, pogansskp ‘pagan’, préfacié ‘Preface’. 


3.29.4. The Russian recension is known from a very large number of manuscripts and 
inscriptions. It represents a mix of East Slavic and Church Slavonic (South Slavic) features: 


(a) PSI. ¢ g were denasalized in East Slavic, yielding @ u. For these vowels two sets of letter sym- 
bols were used, the phonetic ta oy (10) and the traditional a & (um) taken over from the earli- 
est Cyrillic alphabet (OCS ¢ @ jg), e.g. azbina ‘tongue’, nate ‘five’, Dat. Sg. moymoy MAKR 
Moy mammKUR ‘man’ (OCS ezyks, peth, mezju).29 

(b) PSI. #ju > East Slavic #u, which was used alongside Bulgarian Church Slavonic #ju (1), 
e.g. Wn, ova ‘south’ (OCS jugs).234 

(c) PSI. #/e > East Slavic #0, which was used alongside Bulgarian Church Slavonic je (1), e.g. 
KAHN'B, CAHN ‘one’ (OCS edins). 

(d) PSI. #aRC > East Slavic #RoC; however, South Slavic #RaC was also used, €.g. pabb, pose 
‘servant’ (OCS rab). 

(e) PSI. CR’C CRC > East Slavic CeRC CRC, which was used alongside Bulgarian Church 
Slavonic CRC CRsC or rare CbRtC ChR2C (second polnoglasie), e.g. Tupra, THUD, 
roper ‘market’ (OCS tragp). Note that PSI. C}'C > East Slavic C{C, e.g. LPSI. vj'k» > East 
Slavic sna [vlkp] ‘wolf’. 

(f) PSI. CerC > East Slavic CereC ; however, South Slavic CréC or its East Slavic substitute CreC 
were also used, e.g. ApBBO, ApeBo, AEpeBo ‘tree’ (OCS drévo). 

(g) PSI. CorC > East Slavic CoroC; however, South Slavic CraC was also used, ¢.g. rpaan, 
ropoan ‘town’ (OCS gradz). 

(h) PSI. CeiC > East Slavic ColoC; however, South Slavic CiéC or its East Slavic substitute CleC 
were also used, e.g. makko, maeko, moaoko ‘milk’ (OCS miéko). 

(i) PSI. ColC > East Slavic ColoC; however, South Slavic ClaC was also used, ¢.g. raasa, 
roaosa ‘head’ (OCS giava). 

(j) PSI. > East Slavic é¢ (4), which was used alongside Bulgarian Church Slavonic ys (pro- 
nounced $f’ in Old Church Slavonic but S¢ in East Slavic), e.g. ee’kua or ceebypa ‘candle’ (OCS 
svéSta). 


233. Spellings such as -m (-wx) for the Dat. Sg. -u (-ju) are due to the East Slavic denasalization of PSI. Q and its 
merger with u; cf. also «am ‘to him’, aT bya ‘consolation’ (OCS emu, utéxa), etc. 
234. This is responsible for such Modem Russian doublets as wZin (with Z < g) ‘supper’ vs. jug ‘south’. 


‘ 
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(k) PSl dj > East Slavic Z («), which was used alongside Bulgarian Church Slavonic Zd (A), e.g. 
npbmue, npexae ‘before’ (OCS prézde).2>5 

(1) PSI. -¢/é, > East Slavic -é (4); however, South Slavic ¢ (written -a@ or @) was also used, e.g. 
Gen. Sg. or Nom./Acc. Pl. zemaa, zeman, Zeaak ‘earth’, Acc. Pil. konm, Kon, Kowk 
‘horse’ (OCS zemlje, kon’ ¢) (2.48.1 note 3a). 


3.30. (Old) Church Slavonic literary community. It is important to remember that 
Church Slavonic was not the only Slavic medium of literary expression. Before the schism 
that split Christianity into Eastern and Western churches, the separation between the Byzan- 
tine and Roman worlds, particularly in the areas exposed to both traditions, was not rigid. In 
such regions as Carantania, Moravia, Bohemia, and even southern Poland, allegiances could 
change and borders shift. These lands, before submitting to the domination of Latin, produced 
a small but significant flow of Slavic texts which, along with the powerful stream of Slavic 
originating in the Balkans and Rus’, constitute the corpus of medieval Slavic literature. 

During the early period, however, the overwhelming majority of Slavic literary monu- 
ments arose within the radius of the cultural influence of Byzantium. Of all the Slavic texts 
produced through the end of the eleventh century, only the Kiev Missal and the Freising Frag- 
ments were inspired by Western models. The rest of Slavi¢ writing belongs to the Byzantine 
tradition, according to which the task of the writer was to edify rather than entertain. Hence 
belies lettres, in the modern sense of the word, did not exist. There were, of course, some sec- 
ular texts, such as the codes of law, charters, correspondence, or inscriptions. But the bulk of 
literary output was either strictly religious in nature or, as in the case of chronicles or mis- 
cellanies, contained various blends of sacred, piously didactic, and profane topics. 

The religious nature of early Slavic literature entailed doctrinal concems which in tum 
determined its derivative character. In order not to be branded heretical, the books used by 
the Greek missionaries and their Slavic disciples had to be faithful translations of authorita- 
tive Christian sources. Gradually, however, Slavic medieval literature began a life of its own, 
venturing into original and, eventually, secular compositions. The vehicle for this literary 
production was Church Slavonic, which in the guise of various local recensions became the 
supraethnic literary medium serving all of Orthodox Slavdom and functioning in a symbi- 
Otic relationship with the nascent Slavic national languages (Picchio 1980:21-23). 

The supraethnic character of Church Slavonic was a reflection of the borderless compass 
of early Slavic literature, especially of early literature of Orthodox Slavdom. It was a litera- 
ture in which all was shared, from language and monuments to style and traditions. In the 
words of Lixaéev (1987:263—264): 


The eastern Slavs (Russians, Ukrainians, Belarussians), the Bulgarians, the Serbs, the Ro- 
manians possessed a single literature, a single written tradition, and a single literary (Church 
Slavonic) language. The main treasure-house of Church Slavonic monuments was held in 
common. Liturgical, homiletic, ecclesiastic and didactic, hagiographic, and, to an extent, his- 
torical (chronographic) and narrative writings were common to all of the Orthodox of south- 
ern and eastern Europe. . .. Moreover, a literary community existed not only for eastern and 
southem Slavs but in the oldest period it included also the western Slavs. . . . In the literatures 
of Orthodox Slavdom one may observe common changes in style, common intellectual trends, 
a constant exchange of literary works and manuscripts. Literary monuments were under- 


235. Church Slavonic Zd' is pronounced (2)2" in Modern Russian of Moscow, e.g. préide /pr’é2Z"i/ ‘before’, doid" 
/do8'} ‘rain’, Gen. Sg. doidjé {da%2'4/. 
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standable without translations and there is no reason to doubt that Church Slavonic was the 
common language of all the Orthodox Slavs. 


The existence of a Church Slavonic linguistic and literary community allows us to forgo 
the narrowly national criteria in the classification of medieval Slavic texts and to adopt in- 
stead a comprehensive and unitary approach based on the premise that “one can readily cre- 
ate a single history of literature of southern and eastern Slavs up to the sixteenth century. And 
this single history of literature will not be a mechanical, chronologically ordered gathering 
of diverse materials assembled from various national literatures, but can be construed and 
written as a single whole” (Lixatev 1987:264). 


3.31. Translations versus original works. The task undertaken by Constantine and 
Methodius, a task of transforming the language of a primitive Slavic civilization into an ef- 
fective vehicle of European civilization, was so ambitious that its successful accomplishment 
appeared miraculous to the contemporaries. Even today the earliest Slavic translations strike 
the reader as surprisingly skillful. They captured and rendered faithfully, often elegantly, the 
grammatical and stylistic complexities of the original Greek, with its rich abstract vocabulary, 
involved syntactic constructions, and refined rhetorical devices. Early Slavic translators used 
and developed such complex syntactic structures as the dative absolute and the relative and 
conditional clauses, and displayed an understanding of the stylistic potential of choosing 
among related constructions, such as the active, passive, and reflexive, or between clauses with 
or without the copula. Above all, they displayed themselves inventive in domesticating foreign 
concepts either through outright borrowing or through loan translations. The former was es- 
pecially common in religious and technical terms, the latter in abstract vocabulary. The fol- 
lowing are some examples of the two kinds of borrowing into Old Church Slavonic from Greek: 


Loan words: 

Gk. diabolos OCS dijavolh ‘devil’ 
hiereys ierei ‘priest’ 
kapiklaérios kapiklarii ‘jailer’ 
patriarkhés patriarx, ‘patriarch’ 
pistiké pistik’i(i) ‘pistachio’ 
prosphora prosvora ‘Host’ 
rhétorikés ritorbskb ‘rhetorical’ 
Sabbaton sgbota (sobota) ‘Sabbath’ 
télanton talanth ‘talent’ 
tympanon tumBpanb *kettledrum’ 

Loan translations (calques): 

Gk. dipsykhia OCS dsvodudie ‘doubt’ 
eukharistéin blagodariti ‘be grateful’ 
megal¥nein veliciti ‘praise’ 
pantokraétor vpsedrZitelp ‘alimighty’ 
philadelphia bratroljubie ‘brotherly love’ 
pseudémartys lbZespvédételp “false witness’ 
sarkophdgos pistojadivs “‘camivorous’ 
symphonos spglasbnb ‘agreeing’ 
kheiropofétos rokotvorjenb ‘handmade’ 
khryséstomos zlatousth *gold-mouthed’ 





Om eee ne eee 
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The stylistic potential of Slavic comes to the fore in those instances where it possesses 
the means to vary its loan translations from Greek in order to transmit a particular shade of 
meaning. Such is the case of the Old Church Slavonic words that translate the Greek prefix 
a- either with the negative prefix ne- or With the privative prefix bez-: 


akakia nezlobie ‘kindliness’ bezlobie ‘lack of anger’ 
apistfa nevérie ‘nonbelieving’ bezvérie ‘lack of belief’ 
athdnatos nesbmrbipne ‘immortal’ besEmrstant ‘deathless’ 
atimfa netsstie ‘disgrace’ betsstie ‘lack of honor’ 


To some extent, of course, the soil on which the early translators labored had been pre- 
pared by preceding generations. One must not forget that the Moravian mission was the cul- 
mination of three centuries of Greek acculturation of the Slavs. During those centuries the 
Slavs dwelled side by side with the Greeks, either in Slavic villages (sklavinias) in the 
Byzantine empire or just across the border in Bulgaria. The daily life of the empire must have 
provided the Slavs with countless opportunities to express in their native language some of 
the foreign concepts with which they came into contact. , 

Such historical perspective should not diminish in any way one’s admiration for the skill 
and sophistication of the first Slavic translators. Their remarkable understanding of the goals 
of translation may be gleaned from a single-folio document called the Macedonian Folio, 
which some scholars have assigned to the heritage of the Moravian mission (3.49). Should 
this be so, the extant eleventh-century monument would have to be a version of an even older 
text. As one can see from the selection below, the author approached the art of biblical trans- 
lation with a well-designed working plan: 


We have attempted to use precise terms, fearful of adding to the Gospel. And if something, 
however slight, is found added anywhere, let the reader understand that this was done out of 
necessity and not out of arrogance or daring. For nobody is so bold and forgetful of himself 
‘as to dare add or take away a word. . . . [It is not out of] laziness that words were rendered by 
exactly the same expression. For we do not need words and expressions but the meaning. And 
this is why, wherever there was agreement between Greek and Slavic, we translated by the 
same word. But where an expression was longer [or] was losing its meaning, then, not for- 
saking the meaning, we rendered it with (another) word. Because the Greek language, trans- 
lated into another one, cannot always be rendered in the same way. And this is how it is with 
every language that is being translated. And often a word which is beautiful in one language, 
in another one is [not]. What in one language is insolent, in [another one is not]. What in one 
is important, in another one [is not. And the noun which in one language is] masculine, in an- 
other language is feminine. As in Greek, the noun{s] potamds, astér [are] masculine, and in 
Slavic réka, 3vézda (are] feminine. . . . For it [is impossible to retain everywhere] a Greek 
word, but it is necessary to preserve the meaning. (Vaillant 1948:7-10) 


Original works were primarily of historical, legal, didactic, or epigraphic nature. Some 
religious genres, however, also lent themselves to original literary expression. This was es- 
pecially true of sermons and various compositions such as canons, offices, hymns, eulogies, 
and vitae devoted to the cult of Slavic saints. There were also original polemical writings 
composed in connection with some topical issue of the day (Bogomilism, the schism, the al- 
phabet) and some apocryphal compositions (3.40). 
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3.32. Authors and authorship. Given the fairly large number of early Slavic writings, 
it may appear surprising that we know so little about their authors. This anonymity, far from 
being an accident of history, is consonant with the prevailing attitudes of the time. The Byz- 
antine artist was a preserver of values, not their creator. He willingly submitted to the re- 
ceived order of things, leashed in his own creative urges, and reproduced the inherited wis- 
dom without changing its sacred code. This attitude was especially true of the visual arts, but 
it applied to literary pursuits as well. The writer who saw himself as a link in a continuous 
chain of transmission had little incentive to reveal his identity. It is symptomatic that when 
we attribute a text to a specific writer, we do so not so much on the strength of his own claim 
to authorship but usually on the authority of tradition verified by modern scholarship. 

Occasionally, however, the writer’s desire to partake of the sanctity of the text prompted 
him to overcome the authorial reticence and include his name in the composition. Copyists 
of major texts might do so in a marginal note or in a formulaic addendum to the main text. 
Such, for instance, is the often quoted postscript to the Ostromir Evangeliary, in which the 
monk Gregory expressed his hope that a better copyist “would not scom him” and begged 
the reader “not to curse [his mistakes] but to correct them.” 

Authors of hymnographic compositions might reveal their names through the artful de- 
vice of acrostics. A good example of this is provided by the case of Naum, a disciple of Con- 
stantine and Methodius. After the death of Methodius and the scattering of the Moravian 
mission, Naum fled to Bulgaria. We know from his Slavic and Greek vitae that he dedicated 
himself there to continuing the evangelizing and didactic work of his teachers. In fact, Naum 
is credited with the flourishing of the Preslav school of Slavic letters (3.26). Yet Naum’s lit- 
erary activity would have been totally unknown had it not been for an acrostic containing his 
name, which the Bulgarian medievalist Stefan KoZuxarov discovered in 1978 in a canon for 
the apostle Andrew.” 

Medieval writers often are known to us solely as names attached to their compositions. 
This is true of several writers of the golden age of Slavic letters, the era ushered in by the rule 
of the highly cultivated Bulgarian tsar Symeon (893-927). In the case of the monk Khrabr 
(‘Brave’), we do not even know the name concealed by this epithet. His famous treatise On 
the Letters (O pismenexs) is a polemical comparison of the Slavic and Greek alphabets. In 
the case of presbyter Gregory, we know the writer’s name and the extent of his literary ac- 
tivity but not the works themselves. According to a table of contents preserved in an East 
Slavic fifteenth-century manuscript, Gregory translated all or large portions of the octateuch. 

The identity of the presbyter Cosmas is also one about which next to nothing is known, 
even though his treatise, Against the Bogomils, has come down to us in its entirety. All that 
can be ascertained with certainty about its author are his name and his sacerdotal calling. A 
few guesses, though, might be ventured on the basis of the internal evidence of the treatise, 
Cosmas’ only known work. The author was most probably a Bulgarian who was connected 
with the Preslav school. He must have written his treatise soon after the priest Bogomil be- 
gan to preach his heretical doctrine (3.49) but before Svyatoslav’s campaign against Byzan- 
tium (969-971 or 972), which was fought mainly on the territory of Bulgaria. Hence Cos- 
mas must have been active in the early part of the second half of the tenth century. 

The writer’s backing away from exposure went hand in hand with a lessened sense of re- 


236. The acrostic reads: Prvoago Xrstova sia xvali ni§dii Naum *Lowly Naum praised the first aposile of Christ’ (Ko- 
Zuxarov 1984). 
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sponsibility for the facts reported. The notions of true and false were applicable to the inter- 
pretation of sacred doctrine but not to the description of purportedly historical events. This 
applied not only to artistic works but also to chronicles whose accounts of “bygone years” 
were a melange of fact and legend. Nor did the notion of plagiarism come into play. A writer 
was free, even expected, to borrow from his predecessors without any compulsion to ac- 
knowledge his sources.?9’ Attribution was used for the solely practical purpose of affirming 
the doctrinal legitimacy of one’s text. This is true, above all, of religious texts, which had to 
rely on the authority of their sacred antecedents in order to gain the requisite measure of pres- 
tige and acceptance. 

Still, despite the tendency for anonymity, the names of some of the most important Slavic 
medieval translators and authors have been preserved, and some episodes from their lives 
have come to light. This is especially likely to be the case with writers who eventually were 
canonized, for the conferral of sainthood was predicated on the knowledge of the saint’s bi- 
ography. In fact, the saints’ vitae are usually our only sources of biographical information. 
Since there often exist more than one version of a saint’s vita, the modem investigator may 
be in a position to compare them and select the more plausible bits of information. 


3.33. Constantine and Methodius. As creators and pioneers of Slavic letters and ac- 
complished translators from Greek into Slavic, the brothers Constantine and Methodius are 
deservedly the most celebrated Slavic literary personalities. It is a pity, therefore, that their 
vitae, generous as they are on biographical detail, are less informative on the extent of the 
brothers’ literary production. As for translations, we may infer from the Vita Constantini that 
Constantine was responsible for translating the evangeliary and the main liturgical books, 
while the Vita Methodii gives credit to both brothers for the translation of the psalter, the 
Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, and selected liturgies. In addition, according to his vita, 
Methodius and his disciples translated all the books of the Bible, except the Maccabees, as 
well as the nomocanon and the ofscsskyg knigy. The exact content of the latter text is not 
known, but it probably was a paterik (3.48.3), a collection of edifying tales from the life of 
monks and hermits. 

Much less is known about the brothers’ original writings. The papal librarian Anastasius 
wrote a letter to Bishop Gauderich informing him that Constantine was the author of three 
Greek texts dealing with St. Clement: the Storiola (Short History), which gave an account of 
the discovery of the saint’s relics in 861; a sermon celebrating the bringing of the relics to 
Rome; and a canon of such beauty that Anastasius refrained from translating it into Latin for 
fear of not doing justice to its poetic qualities. Anastasius did translate the first two compo- 
sitions of Constantine. Their fragments have been preserved in a late Church Slavonic ver- 
sion called the Discourse on the Discovery and Translation of the Relics of St. Clement (also 
known as the Cherson Legend). As for Slavic compositions, it is possible that it was Con- 
stantine the Philosopher rather than Constantine of Preslay who composed the Alphabet 
Prayer, and that it was he rather than John the Exarch who wrote the so-called Macedonian 
Folio. Methodius has been mentioned as a possible author or co-author of the Vita Constan- 
tini and the probable author of a canon honoring Demetrius, the patron saint of Thessalonica, 
and of a homily addressed to the “princes and judges” preserved in a fourteen-folio fragment 
known as the Glagolita Clozianus. 


237. This contributed to the so-called open tradition characterizing most of medieval Slavic writing (Picchio 1987). 
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3.34. Clement of Ohrid. Clement of Ohrid was a disciple and close collaborator of both 
Constantine and Methodius, and a member of the Moravian mission. After the expulsion of 
the mission Clement found refuge in Bulgaria, where his qualifications were viewed as a boon 
to the Bulgarian rulers’ efforts to install and spread vernacular Christian worship. With Boris/ 
Michael’s (1. 852~889) support, Clement started a theological seminary in Macedonia, in 
which he trained Slavic-speaking clerics and organized scriptoria. In this way he laid the 
foundation for a center of medieval Slavic culture, which is often referred to as the Ohrid 
school. The texts translated and copied there bear the features of the southwest Bulgarian 
(Macedonian) stage in the development of Old Church Slavonic. Since many of the Mace- 
donian texts, such as the Codex Assemanianus, were transcribed in Glagolitic, it is assumed 
that Glagolitic was the preferred alphabet in Ohrid. In 893 Clement was appointed by Tsar 
Symeon (r. 893-927) to the bishopric of Velica near Ohrid, which he headed until his death 
in 916. Clement’s biography is known chiefly from his Greek vita, written in the beginning 
of the twelfth century by the archbishop of Ohrid, Theophylact.238 

Unfortunately, the vita does not tell us much about Clement’s considerable literary ac- 
tivity. We know that his writings included simple and unassuming homilies as well as lofty 
and solemn compositions known as encomia or panegyrics ( poxvaly or poxvalbnaja slovesa). 
Some of the homilies were sermons composed for specific feast days; others were short in- 
structions ( poucenja) dealing with more general subjects. Among the encomia one may men- 
tion those dedicated to Constantine/Cyril and Methodius, Pope Clement I, and Demetrius of 
Thessalonica. Clement of Ohrid is also credited by some scholars with the authorship of the 
Vita Methodii. It must be stressed, however, that Clement’s authorship of specific works is 
very difficult to establish. Therefore, the three-volume edition of Clement’s writings pub- 
lished in Bulgaria in the 1970s cannot be considered definitive.299 


3.35. Constantine of Presiav. Although Constantine of Preslav was a disciple of Metho- 
dius, his whereabouts at the time of the liquidation of the mission are not known. Eventually 
he also ended up in Bulgaria, where he became a close collaborator of Clement of Ohrid and 
particularly of Naum, with whom he seems to have been connected by family ties or friend- 
ship. It is quite possible that Constantine reached Bulgaria via Constantinople. He could have 
been among the missionaries who, according to the vita of Naum, were sold into slavery af- 
ter the dissolution of the Moravian mission. The missionaries surfaced at a slave market in 
Venice, where they were redeemed by the Byzantines and taken to Constantinople. 

Beginning as a priest in Pliska and Preslav, the two successive capitals of Bulgaria, Con- 
stantine was elevated to the rank of bishop of Preslav. There he continued the pastoral work 
of Naum and by his own literary activity contributed to the formation of the Preslav school 
of Slavic letters, which, unlike the Ohrid school, was predominantly Cyrillic. He is best 
known for his skillful adaptations from Greek, especially for the so-called Homiliary Gospel 
and the Ecclesiastic Discourse by the Ecumenical Patriarch Germanus (715-730). He also 
translated four homilies against the Arians by Athanasius of Alexandria. Constantine’s orig- 
inal writings are more difficult to identify because of the confusion of his name with that of 
Constantine the Philosopher. Thus, the famous Preface to the Gospel and the Alphabet Prayer 
have been alternately ascribed to the two writers, with authorship by Constantine of Preslav 


238. Its English transiation is included in Dujéev, ed., 1985. 
239. Angcelov, Bonju St. et al., eds. 1970-1977. See also an account of Clement’s life and works in Stantev and Popov 
1988. Popov discovered several hymnographic compositions with Clement's name concealed in acrostics. 
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gaining greater acceptance. Clearly original are his introduction to the Homiliary Gospel and 
the forty-second homily in it. There are also hymnographic compositions with Constantine’s 
name spelled out in acrostics, such as a long office in honor of Methodius (Kostié 
1937-1938), the canon for archangel Michael (KoZuxarov 1983), or a hymn in the Lent tri- 
odion (Popov 1978).24° 


3.36. John the Exarch. John the Exarch shares with Constantine of Preslav the distinc- 
tion of being one of the founders of the Preslav school of Slavic letters. Since neither was 
honored with canonization, we do not possess their vitae and our knowledge about them is 
sparse. In the case of John, we are not even sure of the exact significance of the rank exarch. 
It must have referred to a high ecclesiastic office, perhaps the hegumenship of a monastery. 
Indirect evidence tells us something about John’s age, origin, and education. He was proba- 
bly born around the middle of the ninth century in Bulgaria, to which he referred with fa- 
miliarity and pride. The erudition displayed in his writings points to an excellent education, 
obtained probably in Constantinople. His closeness to the court of Tsar Symeon suggests that 
he came from the ranks of Bulgarian nobility. 

John the Exarch belongs to the second generation of Slavic literary personalities, a gen- 
eration that developed outside the immediate circle of Constantine and Methodius. In this 
sense he may be said to represent the beginnings of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. John’s 
literary reputation rests on two major works of translation and adaptation, Heavens (Nebesa) 
and the Hexaemeron (Sestodbnevs). The former is a translation of a large fragment of On the 
Orthodox Faith, which formed a part of the theological treatise The Fount of Knowledge by 
John of Damascus. The latter is a compilation modeled on similar Greek works in which John 
the Exarch blended the biblical account of the six days of Creation with excerpts from sci- 
entific and philosophical treatises and with his own observations on the world around him. 
Often quoted is his anatomy of the human body based on Aristotle’s History of the Animals. 
He was also the author of several encomia and homilies and is presumed to be the author of 
a programmatic statement on the art of translation (partly quoted in 3.31). 


3.37. Textual criticism. While the problems of medieval Slavic alphabets and writing 
conventions belong to the discipline of paleography, the study of connected texts is the do- 
main of two kindred but autonomous disciplines, literary criticism and textual criticism (also 
known as textology). The former concentrates on the intellectual and aesthetic qualities of a 
text, while the latter deals solely with the mechanisms of textual transmission. In its method- 
ology, textual criticism is at once descriptive and comparative. It aims to describe the text at 
hand, confront it with related texts, evaluate their similarities and differences and determine 
the nature of the relations among them. The ultimate goal of textual criticism is to re-create 
the path traveled by a text through time and space and to establish its earliest form. In some 
cases, however, the investigator may wish to come as close as possible to what he believes 
was the original shape of the text—in other words, to reconstruct it. This is especially tempt- 
ing in poetic compositions, where the availability of many formal devices, such as meter and 
thyme, facilitate the reconstructive effort.24! One must remember, however, that reconstruc- 
tions, despite the insights they bring, are hypothetical abstractions that go beyond the tes- 


240. For an informative introduction to Constantine of Preslav, see Emi! Georgiev's contribution to Dujtev, ed. 
1985:161-180. © 

241. The Preface to the Gospel (3.47) was the object of several such attempts (Sobolevskij 1910, Georgiev 
1956:165—201, Nahtigal 1943:76-122, Vaillant 1956, Jakobson 1963). 
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timony of the extant texts without acquiring the value of documentary evidence (Picchio 
1988:3.14). 

For the sake of clarity and precision it may be useful at this point to review the defini- 
tions of some of the terms used in textual criticism. A text is any written sequence, and its 
history is its tradition. A handwritten text is a manuscript. A text transcribed from another 
text is a copy. The text from which a copy was made is called the exemplar. An autograph is 
a text in the author’s hand (there are no extant medieval Slavic autographs). A variant read- 
ing is a text or its segment differing from the exemplar. The stemma is a diagram (usually in 
the form of a downward-branching tree) of a chronological and typological collation of re- 
lated texts. The archetype is the exemplar for more than one text, that is, the node dominat- 
ing two or more texts in a stemma. The ultimate archetype is sometimes referred to as the 
protograph. Related texts dominated by one archetype represent the closed tradition of tex- 
tual transmission, while related texts without an archetype belong to the open tradition. The 
genealogical (stemmatic) method yields best results in texts of closed tradition, which are, as 
a rule, few in number and in which faithfulness of textual transmission is better controlled. 
It is of more limited use in the study of texts of open tradition, which, hailing as they often 
do from different locales, periods, and historical settings, show a greater tolerance for tex- 
tual emendation. The genealogical method may, however, be applied to subsets of texts of 
open tradition where it may yield a number of related but free-standing stemmata.242 

Texts sharing features introduced spontaneously and unconsciously (for instance, dia- 
lectal characteristics) represent a particular recension (Russian izvod). Texts sharing features 
introduced intentionally and consciously (for instance, ideological tendencies) constitute a 
redaction (Russian redakcija). In other words, a recension refers specifically to the linguis- 
tic properties of a text, while a redaction is defined primarily by its cultural context.24? A text 
used as historical evidence is a monument. An assemblage of thematically related texts (es- 
pecially chronicles) is a compilation (Russian svod). 


3.38. Early Slavic texts.2** Since survival of manuscripts is largely fortuitous, the an- 
tiquity of a text cannot be determined by the age of its oldest manuscript, nor can extant man- 
uscripts be regarded as more than mere links in a chain of other manuscripts lost to us through 
the vicissitudes of history.2*> This consideration has important consequences in Slavic, for 
despite the ninth-century origin of Slavic letters, our first extant Slavic texts come from the 
end of the tenth century at the earliest, and the main stream of Slavic manuscripts begins in 
the eleventh and twelfth centuries. In fact, in some instances the time differential between a 
text at hand and its presumed origin may amount to several centuries. As an example, the Vita 
Constantini, composed most probably during or soon after the Moravian mission, has come 


242. Translated texts present an additional problem for it is usually impossible to tell whether variant readings are 
due to textual! emendations or to multiple translations. An account of the genealogical method may be found in Maas 1950. 
On closed and open traditions, see Picchio 1987. 

243. It must be noted, however, that these two terms are not always so strictly defined or even discriminated. In some 
treatments the term redaction functions generically in reference to both the linguistic and cultural aspects of textual vari- 
ation; in others the two terms are used interchangeably (cf. Picchio 1967 and Bogdanov 1978:141, n18). 

244, References to texts mentioned in 3.38-3.55 are given in parentheses. They refer to editions, translations, and vo- 
cabularics for which a full bibliographic entry may be found in the Bibliography. For secondary literature, the reader is 
advised to tum to several encyclopedic and bibliographic guides to which references are provided according to the fol- 
lowing code: Dinckov, ed. 1985 as D (by page), Kowalenko, ed. 1961- as Ko (by volume and page), Kuev 1979 as Ku 
(by page), Lixatev, ed. 1987, 1988, 1989 as L,, 2 ,, (by page), and Smidt, ed. 1984 as 3 (by entry number). 


245. For the histories of some Slavic manuscripts, see Kuev 1979, 
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down to us in about fifty manuscripts of which none dates from before the fifteenth century. 
In this case, the earliest exemplar or protograph must be some six centuries older than the ex- 
tant copies. : 

Larger manuscripts, whether consisting of a single text or of multiple texts, have come 
down in codices, medieval counterparts of modern books. Unlike books, however, codices 
were unique creations, shaped by the design of their compilers, accident of history, or the lin- 
guistic and paleographic individualities of their texts. Consequently, some codices contain 
texts that are thematically disparate and chronologically heterogeneous. Generally speaking, 
the higher the dignity of a text, whether because of its sacred status, the weight of tradition, 
or the prestige of the author, the greater the likelihood that the codices containing it are rel- 
atively stable. The very nature of a Gospel, a psalter, or a euchologium precluded modifia- 
bility, both in the text itself and in the structure of the codex. Also stable in content, though 
with a greater degree of compositional freedom, were such liturgical texts as the menaea and 
the prologues. Secular texts or texts with a lower rank of sanctity, such as the apocrypha, 
homilies, exegeses, vitae of saints, or private prayers, were not so restricted. They were reg- 
ularly included in collections of texts known as miscellanies or florilegia, which showed 
varying degrees of latitude with respect to content. 

Complete lists of medieval Slavic texts, regardless of the date of their transmission, can- 
not be given here. They belong in the histories of individual Slavic literatures or literary lan- 
guages. Yet the origin and the characteristics of the oldest Slavic texts must be considered, 
and to this end the turn of the thirteenth century has been established as an arbitrary cutoff 
point for all extant manuscripts. Later manuscripts will be discussed only if their lost pro- 
tographs are known to have originated during the earliest period of Slavic letters.24° 


3.39. Biblical texts. As Constantine and Methodius set out to bring the Slavs into the 
Christian fold, a great variety of texts had to be translated. The most immediate need was for 
the New Testament, the liturgy, and the Psalter—books without which religious instruction 
and church services could not be conducted.?4 Also translated but with a lesser degree of ur- 
gency were other books of the Old Testament as well as the apocrypha and patristic writings. 
Beyond the Psalter, Old Testament translations used by the Moravian mission have not sur- 
vived (except in quotations), probably because they were not copied frequently enough to as- 
sure their perpetuation.?** 

Difficult to substantiate is the contention that the East Slavic translation of the book of 
Esther, extant since the fourteenth century, was executed in the twelfth century directly from 
Hebrew (MeSerskij 1956). Similar claims have been made for the Song of Songs (Alekseev 
1986), the pseudepigraphic book of the Secrets of Enoch, and some other texts that did not 
enter the canon of the Old Testament (MeSterskij 1978:30-31). 


3.40. Apocrypha and pseudepigrapha (D 85-93). The semantic scope of the term 
apocrypha (derived from the Greek apdékryphos ‘hidden’) has varied in different religious 


246. For a selection of thirteenth-century Bulgarian texts translated into modern Bulgarian, see BoZilov and Ko- 
Zuxarov (1987). ; 

247. This order of priorities is confirmed by the Vita Methodii (3.33). Slavic translations of the Bible are discussed 
in Lixatev, ed., 1987:68-83. 

248. The first complete Slavic translation of all the books of the Old Testament to come down to us is the Gennady's 
Bible from the end of the fifteenth century, so named because of its sponsor, the Novgorod archbishop Gennady. The re- 
markable thing about this Bible is that its main translator, Dimitry Gerasimov, worked from the Latin Vulgate for books 
which were not available in Slavic. 
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traditions and at different times. In the Judaic tradition, which was adapted by the Protestant 
church, the term is applied to those books which are outside the official canon of Judaism, 
that is, outside the Old Testament. The most important among them are Esdras | and II, Tobit, 
Judith, the expanded book of Esther, the Wisdom of Salomon, Ecclesiasticus or the Wisdom 
of Joshua (Jesus) ben Sirach, Baruch, and Maccabees I and II. By contrast, in the early Chris- 
tian tradition, preserved in the Orthodox and Catholic churches, these books were not treated 
as apocryphal but were admitted into the canon as deuterocanonical. Christianity did, how- 
ever, identify its own set of noncanonical books, the so-called pseudepigrapha (lit. ‘falsely 
attributed’) or proscribed books (otreéenbnye kbnigy), which have also come to be known as 
apocryphal. These Christian apocrypha, often identified with particular sects and heresies, 
included a variety of texts ranging from the Old and New Testament tales, prayers, and lives 
of saints to astrology, soothsaying, and interpretation of dreams. Such a broad thematic reach 
placed the apocrypha on the borderline between religious and secular literature, ensuring 
their popularity with the reader. 

Although no Old Church Slavonic apocrypha have survived, Slavic translations of apoc- 
ryphal texts must have existed at an early date. The /zbornik of 1073 lists twenty-five titles 
of apocryphal texts that had been placed on the index.2*? Most of these translations were 
made in Bulgaria, whence they spread to other lands of the Byzantine commonwealth. Also 
of Bulgarian origin was a small number of native Slavic apocrypha, such as the compilation 
of apocryphal stories by the priest Jeremiah, the presumed author of the popular Tale of the 
Tree for the Cross. Some native apocrypha show the influence of the Bogomil heresy, which 
arose in Bulgaria in the tenth century. 

Many Slavic apocrypha and pseudepigrapha were contained in miscellanies (izborbniki, 
spborbniki).2 Thus, the Vision of the Prophet Isaiah, the Tale of the Prophet Jeremiah on 
the Capture of Jerusalem, the Sermon of Eusebius of Alexandria on the Descent of John the 
Baptist into Hell, the Sermon of Gregory of Antioch on the Entombment and Resurrection of 
Jesus Christ, the Tale of Agapius, the Descent of the Virgin Mary into Hell, and the Apoca- 
lypse of Baruch are to be found in several East Slavic miscellanies from the twelfth and thir- 
teenth centuries, among them the Uspenskij sbornik and the Sinai Palimpsest. The majority 
of Slavic apocryphal texts, however, are contained in later codices. Of these, the Book of the 
Secrets of Enoch or Enoch 2 (Vaillant, ed. 1952; L, 40-41) is particularly important, for it 
has not survived except in Slavic translation.25! 


3.41. Liturgical and paraliturgical texts. At various points in the history of the church 
and on different occasions in the church year different liturgies have been used. The first ma- 
jor reform of the liturgy was introduced in the patriarchate of Antioch by Basil the Great of Cae- 
sarea (ca. 330-379). It is still celebrated during five days of Lent, on the eves of Christmas and 
Epiphany, and on the day of the feast of St. Basil (January 1 in the Orthodox church). In use 
during most of the year is an abbreviated version of the liturgy of Basil the Great introduced by 
John Chrysostom (ca. 354-407). To these two liturgies was added the liturgy of the Presancti- 
fied used on certain days during Lent. Its authorship is attributed to Pope Gregory the Great. 


249. To be sure, the inclusion of a text in the index, which was translated from Greek, does not necessarily imply that 
the text itself was available in Slavic. 

250. Slavic specialized terms (but not specific titles) are conventionally cited in their actua! or reconstructed Old 
Church Slavonic form; thus, izboraniks or sboranike ‘miscellany’ but izbornik of 1073 or Uspenskij sbornik. 

251. The various classificatory criteria used in the systematization of Slavic apocrypha are discussed by Naumow 
(1976:58-76). 
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The Orthodox worship requires the use of a number of liturgical books. The service book 
with the Byzantine liturgy is the liturgiarium (sluZpbpniks). The order and text of daily ser- 
vices is specified by the horologium (Casoslovs). For the weekly cycle of services there are 
three different liturgical books. The Lenten Triodion (postsnaja Triods) is used during the 
ten weeks of the pre-Lenten and Lenten periods, the Festal Triodion or pentecostarion (cvétb- 
naja triods) is used for Easter Sunday and the eight weeks following it, through Pentecost, 
till the Sunday of All Saints. During the remaining part of the year the octoechos (oktoixt or 
osmoglaspniks) is used. The offices for the yearly cycle are contained in the service menaeum 
(mineja sluzpbpnaja), which provides texts for the offices for each month of the year.75? The 
texts of the sacraments (except for the Eucharist) and the prayers for various private occa- 
sions (tréby) are in the euchologium (trébpniks). The prologue was a liturgical book, corre- 
sponding to the Byzantine synaxarion, containing short sermons and short vitae of saints to 
be read on the days of their feasts ( pameti).253 

In addition, there were service books containing lections from the Old Testament, called 
in Church Slavonic parimeiniki or paremeiniki, the Psalter, the evangeliaries or lectionary 
(Sunday) Gospels, and the Acts and the Epistles of the Apostles, referred to usually as the 
apostols. These lectionary books, because of their function in the divine service, were an es- 
sential missionary resource. The high priority that the Moravian mission accorded to them 
may be inferred from a passage in chapter 14 of the Vita Constantini, which tells us that Con- 
stantine began his Slavic translation with the first lines of the Gospel of St. John: “In the be- 
ginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.” This citation 
was regularly used as the first lection in Byzantine evangeliaries. 

The vitae of Constantine and Methodius credit the brothers with the translation of the 
matins, the hours, vespers, compline, the Divine Liturgy, the Psalter, the Gospel, the Acts of 
the Apostles, and some prayers. The selection of these particular texts should not surprise us, 
for the books listed are all needed for the conduct of daily services. Nor is it surprising that 
of all the early Slavic texts, liturgical and paraliturgical texts survived the best—being most 
in use, they were copied the most frequently. In fact, the earliest extant Slavic texts are all 
liturgical. Chief among them are the Glagolitic texts discovered by Stefan KoZuxarov and 
Georgij Popov dating from the tenth century and the Kiev Missal from the tenth or eleventh 
centuries. 


3.41.1. Evangeliaries (L, 70-71). An evangeliary (Sunday Gospel) is a book of Gospel 
readings for particular church services. In the Slavic tradition it is known as an aprakos 
Gospel (from Greek dpraktos héméra ‘holy day’), or as izborbnoe evang' elie (from izbort 
‘selection’). It is normally divided into two parts, a synaxarion and a menology. The synaxar- 
ion contains prescribed readings from the four Gospels based on the movable cycle of the ec- 
clesiastic year (that is, the Easter cycle). The menology is arranged according to the fixed 
yearly cycle (that is, the cycle starting on September 1, the ecclesiastic New Year’s Day) and 
contains offices for feasts ( pameti) honoring saints and various important events in the life 
of the church. There are two types of evangeliaries. Oldest and chiefly South Slavic in ori- 
gin are short evangeliaries that contain readings for all days of the eight weeks from Palm 


252. The term mineja is derived from the plural of the Middle Greek term ménaton ‘monthty’ which the Stavs rein- 
terpreted as a singular. Service menaea should be distinguished from menologies or lectionary menaea (East Slavic ChSI. 
mineja éetbja), which are miscellanies containing saints’ lives and special offices for each day of the month (cf. 3.46). 

253. See n.48. For a discussion of prologues, see Lixagev, ed. 1987:376-380. 
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Sunday to Pentecost, and Saturday and Sunday for the remaining weeks of the year. Full evan- 
geliaries are somewhat younger and chiefly East Slavic. They contain Saturday and Sunday 
readings for the six weeks of Lent and readings for all days of the week during the rest of the 
year. Evangeliaries were among the most frequently copied religious books, and several of 
them belong to the oldest layer of Slavic. It is, in fact, fair to assume that the Gospel transla- 
tion reported in the Vita Methodii was an evangeliary. Two of the most renowned evangeli- 
aries, Codex Assemanianus and Sava’s Book, belong to the canon of Old Church Slavonic. 

Codex Assemanianus (Cméié 1878, Vajs/Kurz 1929/1955, lvanova-Mavrodinova/Dzurova 
1981; Ku 151-152) is a Glagolitic short evangeliary of 158 handsomely illuminated parch- 
ment folios dating from the beginning of the eleventh century. It bears the name of its finder, 
the Jesuit scholar and Vatican librarian Joseph Assemani, who came upon it in Jerusalem in 
1736. It has since been kept in the Vatican library. The 1981 Bulgarian edition of the Codex 
Assemanianus contains facsimile reproductions (App. D, Glag. 3). | 

Sava’s Book (Séepkin 1901; Séepkin, ed., 1903; Ku 157-158, § #2) is an eleventh- 
century Cyrillic short evangeliary copied from a lost Glagolitic text. The original 126 parch- 
ment folios (ff. 25-151) are of Bulgarian provenience; they were bound into a larger codex 
with later additions of the Russian recension. The codex owes its appellation to the copyist, 
the priest Sav(v)a, who inscribed his name on two of the original folios. The early history of 
Sava's Book is not known. What can be ascertained is that the codex was in the Seredkino 
monastery near Pskov till at least the seventeenth century. It was then moved to the manu- 
script collection of the Moscow Synodal Printing House, where in 1866 it was found by 
I. 1. Sreznevskij, the well-known compiler of a dictionary of Old Russian. Today it is housed 
in the Central State Archive of Old Documents (CGADA) in Moscow (App. D, Cyr. 3). 

Also belonging to the Old Church Slavonic canon are two short evangeliary fragments. 
One is the two-folio Macedonian Glagolitic Ohrid Folios (Il’inskij, ed., 1915; S #13), dis- 
covered in 1845 in Ohrid by Viktor I. Grigorovié. Today it is preserved in the Odessa State 
Research Library. The other, also in two folios, is the Cyrillic Undol’skij’s Fragments 
(Karskij, ed., 1904; § #11), in the manuscript collection of Vukol M. Undol’skij in the Rus- 
sian State Library in Moscow. Karskij’s edition contains facsimile reproductions. 

Two short evangeliaries are palimpsests. The Bojana Evangeliary (D 236, Ku 173-174, 
§ #191) was acquired by Grigorovié in 1845 in Bojana, which then was a village near Sofia 
and now is its suburb. The text of a Cyrillic evangeliary of early thirteenth century is written 
over an erased text of a Glagolitic evangeliary which appears to be from the end of the 
eleventh century (Dobrev 1972). Even more ancient is the underlying Cyrillic text in a 
palimpsest discovered in the early 1980s in the Vatican Library (DZurova et al. 1985). Its 
Greek overlay of ninety-nine folios is from the twelfth or thirteenth century. 

Other evangeliaries belong to various local traditions. The oldest of the short evan- 
geliaries is Ostromir's Evangeliary (Vostokov, ed., 1843, Ostromirovo Evangelie 1883 and 
1988; Ku 15, § #3), a Cyrillic manuscript executed in 1056-1057 for Ostromir, the posad- 
nik (governor) of Novgorod. As a text of East Slavic recension, it is especially valuable for 
its faithful rendition of Proto-Slavic jers and vocalic liquids. Since 1896 the manuscript has 
been in the Russian Public Library in St. Petersburg. In 1988 a full-size facsimile edition of 
the Ostromir’s Evangeliary was published in Leningrad (App. D, Cyr. 5). Only slightly 
younger is another East Slavic short evangeliary, the Archangel Evangeliary of 1092 
(Georgievskij, ed. 1912; Ku 15-16, § #6). It was acquired in 1877 in the district of Archangel 
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and was deposited in the Rumjancev Museum (Moscow State Library). Both evangeliaries 
appear to have been copied from South Slavic sources. Other early short evangeliaries in- 
clude the eleventh-century Turov Evangeliary (Ku 20, S #10), a fragment of an East Slavic 
codex. It was discovered in the town of Turov (Belorussian Turau), in southern Belarus, and 
is now preserved in the library of the Lithuanian Academy of Sciences in Vilnius. 

The sixteen Cyrillic folios of the Reims Evangeliary (Bogdanov 1990; Leger 1899; 
Zukovskaja, ed., 1978) contain Gospel readings from October to March according to the Or- 
thodox calendar. The Old and New Testament readings in the much longer Glagolitic part 
date from the second half of the fourteenth century and follow the Western calendar. The his- 
tory of the Cyrillic part of the Reims Evangeliary has not been ascertained. A Glagolitic post- 
script to the codex ascribes it to Procopius, the abbot of the Sézava monastery in Bohemia. 
This attribution must be apocryphal, for the Cyrillic text dates from the middle of the twelfth 
century and Procopius died in 1053. Perhaps the Cyrillic text was copied on the occasion 
of the canonization of Procopius in 1204, or possibly it was a vestige of Slavic worship at 
S4zava, practiced there until the end of the eleventh century. In 1372 the Cyrillic text was 
presented by Emperor Charles IV to Emmaus, the newly founded Benedictine monastery in 
Prague, which obtained the authorization of Pope Clement'II to conduct the divine services 
in Slavic. There the Glagolitic part of the evangeliary was added, most probably by the Croa- 
tian glagoljasi whom the emperor had invited to Prague to help introduce the Glagolitic 
liturgy. When the Hussites destroyed the Emmaus monastery in 1419, the Cyrillo-Glagolitic 
codex fell into their hands. Following the condemnation of Hussitism at the Council of Flo- 
rence (1439-1442), the moderate Utraquist wing of the movement turned to the patriarch of 
Constantinople and asked to be received into the fold of the Orthodox church. The petition 
was accompanied by the gift of the Emmaus evangeliary. Before long, however, Constan- 
tinople fell to the Turks, and the codex tured up in private hands. In 1554 Charles de Guise, 
archbishop of Reims and cardinal of Lorraine, bought the codex during his visit to Constan- 
tinople and offered it to the Reims cathedral.25* There the codex became the Texte du sacre, 
that is, the Bible upon which all the French kings, beginning with Francois II, took their oath 
during coronation ceremonies in the cathedral. The text was thought to be Greek until, dur- 
ing the visit of Peter the Great to Reims in 1717, some members of the tsar’s entourage iden- 
tified the Cyrillic section of the codex as Slavic, claiming that it was written in their “natural 
language.” Not surprisingly, however, they could not read the Glagolitic part. In 1782 Cather- 
ine the Great asked Louis XVI to make her a copy of the manuscript. That copy was pub- 
lished in 1839 in the journal Syn otecestva. In the meantime, during the French Revolution, 
the original was stolen, and it was not recovered until 1836 with its binding stripped of all 
the precious stones. It has since been kept in the city library in Reims. 

Of the many full evangeliaries preserved, two deserve special mention.7>> Mstislav's 
Evangeliary (Zukovskaja, ed. 1983; § #51) of the early twelfth century ranks next to Ostro- 
mir's Evangeliary as one of the most important and lavish of East Slavic codices. It was or- 
dered by the Novgorod prince Mstislav, son of Viadimir Monomakh, and copied with utmost 
care for its lettering and illuminations. Another beautifully omamented East Slavic monu- 
ment is the twelfth-century Yuryev Evangeliary (§ #52) executed for the hegumen of the 


254. Legend has it that the evangeliary was brought to Reims by Anna, the youngest daughter of Prince Yaroslav the 
Wise of Kiev, when she arrived there in 1049 as the bride of Henry I, the Widowed king of France. 
255. Full evangeliaries are the subject of a well-documented study by Zukovskaja (1976). 
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monastery of St. George near Novgorod. Other early full evangeliaries include the East Slavic 
Dobrilo’s Evangeliary of 1164 (§ #55) and the Serbian Miroslav's Evangeliary of the end of 
the twelfth century (Rodié/Jovanovié, eds., 1986; Stojanovié, ed., 1893-1894; 5 #56). The 
latter is especially noteworthy for its exquisite miniatures and initials and an idiosyncratic 
selection of readings (App. D, Cyr. 6). 


3.41.2. Apostols (D 93-101, L, 71-72). New Testament readings from the Acts and 
Epistles of the Apostles are known as the apostols (from the Greek apédstolos). The apostols 
are organized like the evangeliaries into a synaxarion and a menology, and like them occur 
in two variants, a shorter apostol-aprakos and a longer full apostol. The oldest apostols are 
of the aprakos variety. Of those which date from the twelfth century, one should mention the 
Enina Apostol (Kodov, ed., 1983; Mirtev/Kodov, eds., 1965), found in the village of Enina 
near Kazanlak in Bulgaria in 1960; the Slepée Apostol (Il’inskij, ed., 1911; Ku 166-170, 
§ ##110-114) from the monastery of St. John the Baptist in Slep%e in Western Macedonia; 
and the Ohrid Apostol (Kul’bakin, ed., 1907; Ku 170-171, § #109) discovered in 1845 in 
St. Sophia’s Cathedral in Ohrid. The first two are Cyrillic palimpsests over a Glagolitic text, 
while the third is Cyrillic with Glagolitic insertions. 

Two of these apostols offer instructive examples of the kinds of perils that face manu- 
scripts. The Enina Apostol, when found in the yard of an old church, presented, in the words 
of its Bulgarian editors, “a formless mass of parchment folios covered with dirt, lime, and 
brick dust, and one could hardly hope to be able to extract from it a readable book”—a feat 
successfully performed by a team of restorers in the Sofia National Library. The Slepce Apos- 
tol was discovered in the Monastery of John the Baptist in Slepée and was still a single codex 
in 1845. It has since been broken up into six parts, now located in four cities: Moscow, 
St. Petersburg (two in the Public Library, one in the Library of the Academy of Sciences), 
Kiev, and Plovdiv. 


3.41.3. Parimeiniki (, 72). The parimeinik (from Greek paroimia ‘proverb’) was a col- 
lection of lessons from the Old Testament read primarily at vespers and in the Liturgy of the 
Presanctified.25° It included all of the book of Jonah, large fragments from the books of Gen- 
esis, Proverbs, and Isaiah, and shorter selections from other books of the Bible and some 
apocrypha. The oldest is Grigorovic’s parimeinik (also known as the Hilandar parimeinik), a 
Bulgarian text of the twelfth or thirteenth century, one of the many manuscripts discovered 
on Mount Athos by Grigorovié (Brandt, ed. 1894, 1900, 1901; Ko 4:35, Ku 172-173, 5 #161). 
The manuscript is a Cyrillic palimpsest written over an erased Greek short evangeliary of the 
ninth century. The oldest East Slavic parimeinik was copied in 1271 by Zachariah, a priest 
of the church of St. Demetrius in Novgorod, and by his son Onufrij, for a parish on the North- 
em Dvina. It is especially notable for including a lesson on Boris and Gleb (3.46). In 1822 
the manuscript of Zachariah’s parimeinik was acquired by the Russian Public Library in 
St. Petersburg (§ #181). 


3.41.4. Psalters (L, 72-74). The Psalter was the only book of the Old Testament that was 
used regularly in church services. This is why it was translated early and copied frequently, 
thus ensuring its survival as an unbroken and complete entity.2>” The earliest Slavic Psalter, 


256. The parimeinik is no longer used as a liturgical book in the Orthodox service. 
257. The Psalter exists in about four thousand Slavic codices from the eleventh to the seventeenth centuries (Alek- 
seev 1988:128). 
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the Psalterium Sinaiticum (Altbauer, ed., 1971; Arnim, ed., 1930; Severjanov, ed., 1922; 
Ko 4:404—405, Ku 154-155) is an eleventh-century Glagolitic manuscript whose linguistic 
features are sufficiently conservative to qualify it as Old Church Slavonic. The manuscript 
was found in the monastery of St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai and has remained there to this day. 
Its major part (177 folios) was discovered in 1850 by the Russian archimandrite Porfirij 
Uspenskij, and an additional fragment of thirty-two folios turned up in 1968. Both parts were 
published in a facsimile edition by Moshe Altbauer (1971). A short fragment of an Old 
Church Slavonic Psalter is the eleventh-century Sluck Psalter (Ku 20-21), whose five Cyril- 
lic folios, published in 1868 by I. I. Sreznevskij, are now lost. Also Cyrillic is the East Slavic 
Byékov’s Psalter (Altbauer/Lunt, eds., 1978; § #28) from the tum of the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries, now split between the Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg (part of 
Psalm 17, Psalms 18-23, beginning of Psalm 24) and the monastery of St. Catherine on 
Mt. Sinai (from the end of Psalm 24). 

In addition to the Psalters used in the divine service, there existed the exegetic or expli- 
catory Psalter (3.43). Eventually, the exegetic Psalter came to function as a favorite text for 
reading and writing instruction in medieval schools. 

West Slavic translations of the Psalter are comparatively late. The oldest are the four- 
teenth-century Czech Wittenberg Psalter and Polish St. Florian Psalter, adapted from a lost 
Czech manuscript. 


3.41.5. Other service books. The Euchologium Sinaiticum (Fréek, ed., 1933; Nahtigal, 
ed., 1941, 1942; Stofiski 1934; Ku 156-157, 3 ##34, 35, 36) is a Glagolitic euchologium 
(also known as the Sinai trebnik) of 109 parchment folios containing parts of the liturgy of 
St. John Chrysostom. As an eleventh-century monument, it belongs to the canon of Old 
Church Slavonic. Like the Psalterium Sinaiticum, the manuscript of Euchologium Sinaiticum 
was discovered in 1850 by Porfirij Uspenskij in the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mount 
Sinai. It is still there, except for three folios taken by Uspenskij to Russia. Among the Sinai 
manuscripts discovered in 1975 is a twenty-eight-folio fragment of the Euchologium 
Sinaiticum (Sevéenko 1982, Tamanidis 1988). 

Earlier and linguistically more interesting is a seven-folio fragment of a Glagolitic Ro- 
man-rite liturgy contained in a Western-type missal. The missal, acquired by Andrej Kapustin 
(Archimandrite Antonin) and donated by him in 1872 to the Kiev Theological Academy, has 
come to be known as the Kiev Missal or the Kiev Folios. After the revolution the missal was 
transferred to the library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in Kiev. The Kiev Missal 
(Hamm 1979; Jagié, ed., 1890; Mohlberg, ed., 1928; Nimtuk, ed., 1983; 5 #1) dates from 
the tenth or early eleventh century and is thus one of the earliest extant monuments of Old 
Church Slavonic (App. D, Glag. 1). The clearly West Slavic linguistic features of the missal 
(*ti > c, *di > 3 > z’) and Latin religious terminology allow us to assume that it originated 
in Moravia or Bohemia. This is hardly surprising, for we know from other sources that the 
proselytizing activity of Frankish and Bavarian missionaries among the western Slavs pre- 
dated the Moravian mission of Constantine and Methodius. 

Although it is clear that the liturgy contained in the Kiev Missal was translated from Latin, 
the question of whether the translation was executed within the compass of the Moravian 
mission cannot be answered with certainty. It is possible that Constantine and Methodius took 
the liturgy of John Chrysostom to Moravia and that they had to abandon it in favor of a liturgy 
that was familiar to the local population. This might have been the Roman rite represented 
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by the Kiev Missal or, as some scholars surmise, the liturgy of St. Peter, a Greek adaptation 
of a Roman missal. 

The early date of Bavarian missionary activity, emanating from the archbishopric of Salz- 
burg and the bishoprics of Regensburg and Passau and targeting the neighboring Slavic prov- 
inces of Carantania, Pannonia, Moravia, and Bohemia finds other textual confirmations. Chief 
among them is a five-folio monument known as the Freising Fragments (Faganel et al., eds., 
1993; Isatenko 1943; Kopitar 1836; RamovS/Kos 1937), which contains a collection of for- 
mulas, following the Roman rite, for confessions and baptisms and an exhortation to peni- 
tence (App. D, Rom.). The Slavic text is written in the margins of a Latin manuscript found 
in the beginning of the nineteenth century in a monastery in the Bavarian town of Freising 
and transferred later to the Munich State Library. The phonetic interpretation of the monu- 
ment is problematic because the text is transcribed in the unadapted Roman alphabet. It is 
partly for this reason that, despite its dating from the end of the tenth century, the text’s Old 
Church Slavonic credentials have been questioned (cf. fn. 226). It is not even clear whether 
it should be viewed as the only example of the Slovene recension of Church Slavonic or as 
Old Slovene. At any rate, it appears to be a copy of an even earlier text translated from Old 
High German. 

The earliest surviving horologium (Casosiovs), a thirteenth-century parchment manu- 
script from the Monastery of St. Catherine at Mount Sinai, was brought to Russia by Porfirij 
Uspenskij. It is now in the Russian Public Library in St. Petersburg ($ ##321, 322). The 
same library holds an eight-folio fragment of a poorly legible Glagolitic palimpsest which 
Horace G. Lunt identified as an Old Church Slavonic octoechos dating from the eleventh cen- 
tury (Lunt 1958; S #305). The earliest triodion is the so-called Lazarev Monastery Festal 
Triodion (S #49) from the end of the eleventh or beginning of the twelfth century, transferred 
from the collection of the Synodal Printing House to the Central State Archive of Ancient 
Documents (CGADA) in Moscow. 

Of the liturgical books, the service menaea are among the oldest and most numerous. Es- 
pecially noteworthy are the eleventh-century Novgorod Menaea (Ku 21, § ##7, 8, 9) for the 
months of September, October, and November held in CGADA. They exhibit Novgorod di- 
alect features and contain two important liturgical canons: one honors St. Wenceslas of Bo- 
hemia (September 28) and exemplifies early Czech influences upon the lands of Rus’; the 
other, whose authorship is ascribed to Methodius, honors St. Demetrius of Thessalonica. The 
Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg owns the Putjata’s Menaeum (Ku 21-22, 
$ #21) for May and Dubrovskij’s Menaeum (§ #22) for June. Dragan's Menaeum (Ku 
178-180, § ##356, 357) for the whole year is a thirteenth-century monument of Bulgarian 
recension. In addition to the services, it contains a number of short synaxarion-type vitae and 
offices and an intricate musical notation. The office for Methodius contains a canon whose 
authorship has been attributed to Constantine of Preslav. The codex has been split into four 
parts. The Bulgarian monastery of St. Zographos on Mount Athos has 219 folios (also known 
as the Zographos Trefologion), the Russian monastery of St. Panteleimon, also on Mount 
Athos, has six folios; the Russian State Library in Moscow has two folios (Grigorovit’s seg- 
ment); and the Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg has three folios (Porfirij’s 
segment). The Bulgarian Dobrian’s Menaeum (S ##358, 359), discovered in the Monastery 
of St. Zographos by Grigorovié during his travels in the Balkans in 1844-1845, contains 
among others an office for Constantine/Cyril (February 14) and one for Methodius (April 6) 





EARLY WRITING - 209 


ascribed to Clement of Ohrid. Seventy-six folios of the codex are in the Odessa Research Li- 
brary, and sixteen folios are in the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg. 

The dispensation of 1248 and 1252, whereby Pope Innocent IV allowed Slavic worship 
to the bishops of Senj and Krk, led to the spread of Glagolitic liturgical books in western Dal- 
matia. Surviving to this day is a number of fourteenth- and fifteenth-century missals and bre- 
viaries that had been copied (later printed) for the benefit of the local clergy, the glagoljaSi 
(App. D, Glag. 6). Late as they are, these books hark back to the original corpus of Cyrillo- 
Methodian translations and may be used in its reconstruction (Weingart 1938). An interme- 
diate link in this chain of transmission is the so-called Vienna Fragments (Jagié 1911, Vajs 
1948, Weingart 1938), two Croatian Glagolitic folios of the early twelfth century containing 
a segment of the mass for the feast of One and Two Apostles (commune apostolorum). 


3.42. Fourfold Gospels. A fourfold Gospel or, in Greek, the tetraeuangélion (often ab- 
breviated as tetra) contains a full text of the four Gospels in the traditional order of Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John. Its primary function was to provide readings for individual instruc- 
tion (hence its Church Slavonic name éetie evang’' elie). With appropriate annotations and ad- 
ditions, however, it could also be used in church services. Two of the earliest Old Church 
Slavonic texts are the Glagolitic fourfold Gospels, the codices Zographensis and Marianus. 

Codex Zographensis (Jagié, ed., 1879; Moszyfiski 1961 and 1975/1990; Ku 146-148, 
§ #15) is a Glagolitic monument of Macedonian origin dating from the tenth or early 
eleventh century. It consists of 304 parchment folios of which 288 contain the Gospel text, 
beginning at Matthew 3:11. Of this number, seventeen folios in square Glagolitic are clearly 
a later addition replacing what must have been lost. The remaining sixteen folios contain a 
thirteenth-century Cyrillic synaxarion. The length of the manuscript and its conservative pho- 
netic features make it into one of the most valuable sources of documentation for Slavic 
philology and historical linguistics. The manuscript was discovered in 1834 in the Bulgarian 
monastery of St. Zographos on Mount Athos by Antun Mihanovié, a Croatian collector and 
amateur scholar who at that time served as the Austrian consul in nearby Thessalonica. In 
1860 the monks of St. Zographos presented the manuscript to Tsar Alexander Il of Russia, 
who donated it in turn to the Russian (now Saltykov-Séedrin) Public Library in St. Peters- 
burg. It was first described in 1877 by Viktor I. Grigorovic, and two years later its Glagolitic 
part was published in a Cyrillic transliteration by the Croatian Slavist Vatroslav Jagi¢. Other 
scholars who worked extensively on the Codex Zographensis include the Czech Josef Kurz 
and the Pole Leszek Moszyfiski (App. D, Glag. 2). 

Codex Marianus (Jagié, ed., 1883; Ku 148-151, § #14) is a Glagolitic fourfold Gospel 
(from Matthew 5:24 to John 21:17) containing 173 parchment folios. It is of Macedonian 
provenience and dates from the beginning of the eleventh century. The major part of the 
codex, consisting of 171 folios, was discovered in the mid-nineteenth century by Grigorovit 
in a hermitage belonging to the Monastery of the Holy Mother of God on Mount Athos. Gri- 
gorovié took the manuscript to Kazan’, and after his death in 1876 it was deposited in the 
Rumjancev Museum in Moscow. Even before Grigorovié’s discovery, Mihanovié acquired 
a two-folio fragment and gave it to the Viennese Slavist Franz Miklosich, who published it 
in 1850. Following Miklosich’s death, the fragment was deposited in the National Library in 
Vienna. In 1883 Vatroslav Jagié published the Codex Marianus in a Cyrillic transliteration 
and supplied it with an extensive philological commentary. 
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The codices Zographensis and Marianus are the only fourfold Gospels that are tradition- 
ally assigned to the canon of Old Church Slavonic. Other codices are predominantly Cyril- 
lic and, being younger, reflect local varieties or recensions of Church Slavonic. Of about 150 
extant pre-fifteenth-century fourfold Gospels, only the four oldest will be mentioned here. 

Dobromir's Gospel (Altbauer, ed., 1973; Stanéev 1981; Veléeva, ed., 1975; Ku 164-166, 
S$ #71), so known because of the priest Dobromir, who was one of its two copyists, is a Cyril- 
lic codex of 183 parchment folios dating from the beginning of the twelfth century and con- 
taining the incomplete Gospels of Mark, Luke, and John. Some linguistic features, such as 
> o and b > e, betray the monument’s Macedonian provenience. The codex was discovered 
in 1870 in the library of the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai by the head of the 
Russian Church Mission in Jerusalem, Andrej Kapustin, One hundred and sixty folios were 
acquired in 1897 by Vatroslav Jagi€é, who published them one year later. In 1899 Jagié sold 
his part of the codex to the Public Library in St. Petersburg. Seven years later the Russian 
scholar Vladimir Rozov discovered and identified the remaining twenty-three folios during 
his visit to the Monastery of St. Catherine. After that, the Sinai folios dropped out of view 
until their rediscovery by the Israeli Slavist Moshe Altbauer in 1968. In 1981 the Bulgarian 
textologist Krasimir Stantev identified two folios owned by the Biblioth@que Nationale in 
Paris as part of the Dobromir’s Gospel codex. 

The Halyé Gospel (Le Juge, ed., 1897; Ku 23, § #53) belonged originally to the bishop- 
ric of Halyé in Galicia. It is a Cyrillic codex of 260 parchment folios displaying features of 
the dialect of southwestern Rus’. A scribal note on folio 228 fixes the year of its writing as 
1144. This makes it the oldest dated East Slavic fourfold Gospel. A synaxarion, menology, 
and other additions bound with the Gospel are from the fourteenth century. The Halyé Gospel 
was discovered in 1576 by the bishop of Lvov, Hedion Balaban. In the second half of the sev- 
enteenth century it was brought to Moscow and, eventually, deposited in the Synod Library. 

From there it was moved to the State Historical Museum, which after the 1917 revolution 
took over the Synod collection. 

Dobrej§o's Gospel (Conev, ed., 1906; Ku 176-178) is a thirteenth-century Cyrillic codex 
of Macedonian recension containing a fourfold Gospel with lacunae and a synaxarion. The 
name of the priest Dobrejgo is inscribed on two folios of the manuscript. The linguistic value 
of the monument is equaled by the artistic qualities of its fine illuminations and miniatures. 
The codex is broken into two parts. The larger part of 127 parchment folios was acquired in 
1899 by the National Library in Sofia. The smaller part of forty-eight folios was in the Na- 
tional Library in Belgrade and was lost when the library burned down during a German air 
raid in World War II. 


3.43. Biblical exegeses. Biblical books or their fragments were often provided with ex- 
planatory annotations written by early Church Fathers or later Byzantine or Roman theolo- 
gians. Such books, which came to be known as exegetic (ChSI. tlskovye kbnigy), constitute 
a special genre of Byzantine religious literature. Exegetic books may have a single author, 
such as the Psalter commentary by Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus in Syria (d. ca. 458), or they 
may be collections of various commentators (catenae), such as the exegesis of the books of 
the Prophets, which was current in Novgorod as early as the eleventh century. 

Of the exegetic Gospels, especially important are the commentaries (besédy) of Pope 
Gregory the Great (§ #227). Their thirteenth-century East Slavic text is known to be an adap- 
tation of a tenth-century Czech translation from Latin, thus providing an example of the ex- 
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istence of early cultural relations between Bohemia and Rus’. The exegetic Theophylact's 
Gospel (§ #259) is interesting because its compiler, the Greek archbishop of Ohrid (ca. 
1090-1109), is also the author of the vita of St. Clement of Ohrid, an important source of 
information on the post-Moravian phase of the Byzantine mission. Its excerpts have been 
published. : 

A special case of an exegetic Gospel is the Homiliary Gospel (Ku 23-24, S #118) com- 
posed at the end of the ninth century by Constantine, one of the younger disciples of Me- 
thodius and the future bishop of Preslav (3.35). The Homiliary Gospel (ChSI. evang’ elie 
ucitelbnoe) is a collection of homilies on Gospel readings for all Sundays of the year except 
Easter Sunday. All but one of the homilies were translated from the Greek of John Chrysos- 
tom and Cyril of Alexandria. However, the introduction to the work and the forty-second 
homily were written by Constantine himself. The earliest text of the Homiliary Gospel is in 
a twelfth-century codex of East Slavic recension preserved in the State Historical Museum 
in Moscow.?58 It has been published in excerpts. 

Exegetic Psalters include the eleventh-century East Slavic Evgenij's Psalter (Kolesov, ed. 
1972; Ku 18-19, § ##29, 30) and the Cudovo Psalter (Pogorelov, ed. 1910, and 1910,; 
Ku 19-20, § #31), which was a translation of the Psalter annotated by Bishop Theodoret. 
Both were discovered in the first half of the nineteenth century in the vicinity of Novgorod, 
the former in the Monastery of St. George (Yuryev) by the archbishop of Novgorod Evgenij 
Bolxovitinov, the latter in the Cudovo monastery. Also exegetic are the thirteenth-century 
Macedonian Bologna Psalter (Dujéev, ed. 1968, Jagié, ed. 1907; Ko 4:403-404, Ku 174-176), 
a richly illuminated Cyrillic copy of an older Glagolitic text, and Pogodin’s Psalter (Jagié, 
ed. 1907; Ku 40; § #385). The former was transferred from the Ohrid region in Macedonia, 
where it was executed in the first half of the thirteenth century, to the library of the Univer- 
sity of Bologna. The latter, a monument of Bulgarian recension of the second half of the thir- 
teenth century, became part of the manuscript collection of the Russian historian Mixail 
Pogodin (1800-1875) and is housed with it in the Saltykov-Stedrin Public Library in St. Pe- 
tersburg. 


3.44. Homiletic texts. Homilies or sermons (siovo) made up a genre that lent itself well 
to original literary expression, for they often dealt with issues of local import, be they di- 
dactic sermons on topical problems, celebrations of local events and holidays, or encomia 
dedicated to local saints. No homilies of the Moravian period of Slavic letters have survived, 
but the Bulgarian period has given us texts by such eminent practitioners of the homiletic art 
as Methodius’s disciples Constantine of Preslav and Clement of Ohrid as well as John the 
Exarch. After the baptism of Rus’ an East Slavic homiletic tradition arose, represented most 
impressively by the Kiev metropolitan Hilarion in the eleventh century and the bishops Cyril 
of Turov in the twelfth and Serapion of Vladimir in the thirteenth. 

Slavic vernacular homiletic writing found its inspiration in the models provided by pa- 
tristic literature, above all in the homilies authored by such fourth-century Church Fathers as 
Athanasius of Alexandria, Gregory of Nazianzus (Gregory the Theologian or Grigori Bo- 
goslov), and the brothers Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa. Particularly popular in the 
lands of Rus’ were the sermons of John Chrysostom of Antioch (ca. 347-407), a forceful and 
eloquent preacher (hence his Greek name, meaning ‘golden-mouthed’, ChSI. Ziatousts) and 


258. The Homiliary Gospel is preceded in this codex by the famous Alphabet Prayer (3.47), whose authorship is also 
frequently attributed to Constantine of Presiav. 


212 - EARLY WRITING 


from 397 the patriarch of Constantinople. John’s sermons, marked by a vivid and elaborate 
style, religious zeal, and social concern, were frequently anthologized in individual collec- 
tions called Zlatostrui (L, 187-190). The earliest specimen of the genre is the Zlatostruj 
Byékova (Il’inskij, ed. 1929; Ku 17-18, S #18) from the eleventh century, whose four sur- 
viving folios are kept in the Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg.2°? Another 
favorite Byzantine writer of homilies was the eighth-century philologian and philosopher 
John of Damascus, otherwise known for his resolute stand against iconoclasm. If the ofbCskye 
kbnigy mentioned in the Vita Methodii were not a paterik (3.48.1), they may have referred to 
a collection of Greek patristic writings. 

Homiletic texts are subject to some terminological ambiguity. In the first place, the pre- 
ferred method of bringing homilies to the reader was not in individually authored books, but 
in miscellanies (3.45). Secondly, as we have seen, early Byzantine homilies were also ex- 
amples of patristic literature. Furthermore, a homily usually provided an interpretation and 
amplification of a particular biblical passage. Such a homily could, therefore, be classified as 
an exegetic rather than homiletic text. The Homiliary Gospel by Constantine of Preslav is a 
good example of such a dual association. Another example is provided by the East Slavic 
prologues, which in addition to short lives of saints came to contain various homiletic and 
didactic texts. The earliest extant examples of this genre include the Softjskij Prologue 
(S #162) from September to February, whose first part goes back to the twelfth or thirteenth 
century, and Lobkov's Prologue (S #177) from September to January, dating from the sec- 
ond half of the thirteenth century. 

The so-called Glagolita Clozianus (Dostal 1959, Kopitar 1836, Miklosich 1860, Vondrak 
1893; Ku 153-154) is an Old Church Slavonic Glagolitic miscellany of the eleventh century. 
What remains of an originally very large codex are fourteen folios containing two complete 
homilies, one by John Chrysostom and one by Athanasius of Alexandria, and three fragments 
of homilies, one by John Chrysostom, one by Epiphanius of Cyprus, and one that Grivec 
(1943), Vaillant (1947) and VaSica (1956) attributed to Methodius. The codex has been bro- 
ken up into two parts. Twelve folios are in the City Museum in Trent, donated there in the 
mid-nineteenth century by Count Paris Cloz. The remaining two folios, discovered by the 
Slovenian Slavist Franz Miklosich, are in the Ferdinandeum in Innsbruck. 

The eleventh-century Cyrillic Codex Suprasliensis (Meyer 1935, Sever’janov, ed., 1904, 
Zaimov/Capaldo 1982, 1983; Ku 159-164, § #23) is the largest extant Old Church Slavonic 
manuscript. It is a lectionary menaeum for the month of March, intersecting with the mov- 
able Easter cycle. It contains twenty-four lives of saints and twenty-four homilies, most of 
them by or attributed to John Chrysostom. The codex was discovered in 1823 by Canon 
Michat Bobrowski in the Uniate Basilian monastery in SupraSl in northeastern Poland. It was 
subsequently split into three parts: 118 folios in the University Library in Ljubljana, 150 
folios in the National Library in Warsaw, and sixteen folios in the Saltykov-Séedrin Public 
Library in St. Petersburg.?©° 

The Hilandar Folios (Kul’bakin 1900, Minéeva 1978, Vaillant 1932; 5 #27), another 
Cyrillic Old Church Slavonic text, is an eleventh-century fragment of two homilies by Cyril 


259. The end of John Chrysostom’s sermon on the Annunciation from the Codex Suprasliensis may be found in 
App. D., Cyr. 4. 

260. The large manuscript collection of the Suprasl monastery was moved to Vilnius and is now housed in the Lithuan- 
ian National Library. The peripatetic history of the Codex Suprasliensis is described in Kuev 1979: 160-163. 
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of Jerusalem (ChSI. pouéenija oglasitelbnaja). Its two folios are in the State Research Li- 
brary in Odessa. An almost complete collection of homilies by Cyril of Jerusalem is in a late 
eleventh- or early twelfth-century East Slavic manuscript kept today in the Synodal collec- 
tion of the Moscow State Historical Museum (Ku 22-23, S$ #45). 

The Paraenesis (‘counsel’) of Ephraim the Syrian (Ku 191-192, L, 296-299, KY #466) 
was a popular collection of homilies by a noted Syrian theologian of the fourth century. Its 
oldest codices are fragmentary, and it is not until the fourteenth century that we find texts 
with most of the homilies. The earliest fragments of the Paraenesis are in the Glagolitic Rila 
Folios (GoSev, ed., 1956, Il’inskij 1909; Ku 61-62, Ky #25), an Old Church Slavonic monu- 
ment dating from the eleventh century. Two complete and five fragmentary folios are in the 
Rila Monastery in Bulgaria, where the monument was discovered in 1845 by Grigorovic. One 
folio that Grigorovié took with him to Kazan’ is now in the Library of the Academy of Sci- 
ences in St. Petersburg. 

An eleventh-century East Slavic codex of 377 parchment folios contains thirteen Homi- 
lies of Gregory of Nazianzus (Budilovié, ed., 1871/1875; Ku 22, S #33). In 1824 the codex 
was acquired by the Public Library in St. Petersburg. 

Native Slavic homiletic writing has come down to us in copies from the twelfth century 
on. The best-known homilies of Clement of Ohrid are sermons celebrating various Christian 
holidays. Of Clement’s homilies dedicated to the memory of particular saints, the oldest is 
the commemorative sermon for Cyril (Constantine) and Methodius (Lavrov 1930) included 
in the Uspenskij sbornik. Constantine of Preslav’s reputation in the field of homiletics rests 
upon his Homiliary Gospel, a collection of homilies most of which were translated from pa- 
tristic sources. Constantine’s crowning achievement in the art of translation is his rendition 
of four sermons against the Arians by Athanasius of Alexandria. The most famous homily of 
John the Exarch, the sermon on the Feast of Assumption, is also to be found in the Uspenskij 
sbornik. 

The first examples of East Slavic homiletics are by two church leaders of the eleventh 
century, Luka Zidjata, the bishop of Novgorod, and Hilarion, the metropolitan of Kiev and 
the first native head of church. The earliest text of Luka’s poucenie comes from the fourteenth 
or fifteenth century. Contrasting with its terse style is Hilarion’s ornate Sermon on Law and 
Grace (Franklin 1991, Moldovan, ed. 1984; § #388). Its fragment appeared in a thirteenth- 
century miscellany; the full text of the sermon, however, comes from a sixteenth-century 
manuscript. The earliest homily of Bishop Cyril of Turov was on the parable of the Samari- 
tan woman. It was included in the Uspenskij sbornik. 

The earliest extant West Slavic homilies are two Polish collections of sermons from the 
fourteenth-century, the Holy Cross Sermons (Kazania §wigtokrzyskie) and the Gniezno 
Sermons (Kazania gnieZnieriskie) published by LoS/Semkowicz, eds. (1934), and Vrtel- 
Wierczynski, ed. (1953), respectively. 


3.45. Miscellanies and florilegia. Anthological texts known as miscellanies (izborbniks 
‘selection’ or shborbniks ‘collection’) allowed the greatest degree of freedom for their com- 
pilers. In fact, a great variety of Slavic medieval texts, mostly religious but occasionally also 
secular, have come down to us in miscellanies of one kind or another. The thematic range of 
miscellanies may be gleaned from a selection of entries (ca. 380 in toto) in the oldest Slavic 
representative of the genre, the /zbornik of 1073 (Dinekov, ed., 1991-1993, Zukovskaja, ed., 
1983; Ku 16-17, L, 194-196, 5 #4). The prototype of this miscellany, copied for the Kievan 
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prince Svyatoslav, was a Slavic translation from Greek executed for the Bulgarian tsar 
Symeon in the early tenth century and subsequently lost. According to its own characteriza- 
tion, it was a “collection from many Fathers—an interpretation of the abstruse utterances in 
the Gospels, and in the apostol, and in other books, concisely assembled for the sake of mem- 
ory and for ready answer.” It included examples of the finest patristic writings, such as the 
homilies by Justin Martyr, Isidore of Alexandria, Irenaeus of Lyons, Hippolytus of Rome, 
Eusebius of Caesarea, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, Cyril of 
Alexandria, John Chrysostom, Anastasius of Sinai, Andrew of Crete, Maximus the Confes- 
sor (Jan. 21], Augustine of Hippo, John of Damascus, and Michael of Jerusalem. It also con- 
tained an index of twenty-five apocryphal texts, a translation of an abbreviated version of the 
treatise On Tropes and Figures by the Byzantine rhetorician George Choeroboscus, and the 
Concise History by Patriarch Nicephorus. 

Other ancient miscellanies include the /zbornik of 1076 (GolySenko et al., eds., 1965, 8 
manovskij, V. S. (1887); ZL, 196-198, S$ #5) and three East Slavic miscellanies of the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries, the Vygoleksinskij sbornik (Dubrovina et al., eds. 1977; 5 #119),26! 
the Troicko-Sergeevskij sbornik (Ku 24-25, § #163), and the famous Uspenskij sbornik 
(Kotkov, ed. 1971, Saxmatov/Lavrov, eds. 1899; Ku 25, § #165). 

A special kind of miscellany was represented by the pandects. These were Byzantine en- 
cyclopedic digests containing precepts for Christian conduct excerpted from various religious 
writings. As such, their content was not fixed. The most popular pandects were collected by 
Antioch of Galatia in the beginning of the seventh century, and it is in fact an eleventh-century 
East Slavic codex of the Pandects of Antioch (Popovski, ed. 1989; L, 290-292, § #24) that 
is the earliest Slavic example of the genre. Antioch’s follower, the monk Nikon of the Black 
Mountain monastery in Syria, compiled his pandects in the eleventh century. The earliest 
Slavic version of the Pandects of Nikon is included in the so-called Sinai palimpsest (L, 
292-294, § #166), a partly East Slavic, partly Bulgarian miscellany of the thirteenth century. 

The Greek Mélissa (‘Bee’), composed in the eleventh century by the monk Anthony, was 
a florilegium of short quotes from the Scriptures or from ancient authors on a variety of philo- 
sophical and existential problems. Thus the entry on “Laughter” was illustrated by quotes 
from the Gospels, Apostol, Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory 
of Nazianzus, John Chrysostom, Plutarch, John Moschus, Epictetus, and Cato. There are in- 
dications that Mélissa was known in Rus’ in the twelfth century, but its oldest extant East 
Slavic version, called Péela (derived from *bséela), is from the end of the fourteenth century. 


3.46. Hagiography. The primary concern of hagiography was to provide models of ex- 
emplary Christian behavior through the presentation of the biographies (lives) of saints, 
monks, and Christian martyrs. The Latin term vitae (Church Slavonic Zitija) has the advan- 
tage of referring unambiguously to the hagiographic genre. The term lives will be reserved 
for the beginnings of secular biography and autobiography, a genre that is also dealt with in 
this section. The edifying and apologetic function of the vitae lent them the aspect of pane- 
gyrics in which the known elements of a saint’s biography were overlaid with the expected 
Christian tropes (virtuous life, martyrdom, miracles, fate of the relics) and where realistic 
passages mingled with rhetorical topoi. This combination of biography and homiletics, of the 
human and the supernatural, of the terrestrial and the otherworldly, contributed to the devel- 
opment of hagiographic writing into the most popular literary genre of early Christianity. 


261. From two neighboring monasteries in northem Russia, a male one on the Vyg and a female one on the Leksa. 





EARLY WRITING - 215 


The vitae are usually found in miscellanies, their arrangement corresponding to the or- 
der of feasts in the church calendar. Depending on their intended purpose, vitae existed in 
full (extensive) and short (abbreviated) versions. Full vitae ( prostranbnaja Zitija) were nor- 
mally included in the menologies, while the short ones were typical of the synaxaria, which 
in the Slavic tradition came to be known as the prologues. Hence, in East Slavic Church 
Slavonic a synaxarion vita is called proloZpnoe Zitie. 

The Vita of St. Anthony by Athanasius of Alexandria served as a general model for Byz- 
antine hagiography, whether composed in Greek or in any other language of the common- 
wealth. Slavic hagiography began, naturally enough, with translations, but a native hagio- 
graphic tradition was not long in developing. Thus, the eleventh-century Old Church 
Slavonic lectionary menaeum, the Codex Suprasliensis, contains twenty-four vitae of Byz- 
antine and Roman saints and martyrs (Paul and Juliana, Basiliscus, Konon, the Forty Mar- 
tyrs of Sebastea, Pope Gregory the Great, Sabinus, Alexander of Sidon, Paul the Simple, John 
the Silent), while the East Slavic Uspenskij sbornik of the twelfth or thirteenth century con- 
tains not only a number of translated vitae (Athanasius of Alexandria, Irene, Christopher, 
Pachomius, Erasmus of Antioch, Vitus of Sicily, Fevronia, Theodosia of Constantinople, 
Epiphanius of Cyprus) but also several vitae composed in Slavic: Methodius, Boris and Gleb, 
and Theodosius, hegumen of the Cave Monastery in Kiev. 

It must be remembered that the date of the initial composition of a text need not have any- 
thing to do with the age of its oldest extant manuscript. Thus, of the vitae of Constantine and 
Methodius (Duichev 1985: 49-92, Florja 1981:71-101 and 105-172, Kantor 1983:25-138, 
Lavrov 1930:1—78, Teodorov-Balan, ed. 1920, 1934; § #165), the Vita Methodii?®2 has come 
down to us in a text from the twelfth or thirteenth centuries, but it was most probably com- 
posed soon after Methodius’s death in 885. Even more strikingly, the earliest extant text of 
the Vita Constantini is to be found in a mid-fifteenth-century East Slavic manuscript, even 
though its earliest version may have been composed before the Vita Methodii. Nor do we 
have a truly ancient text of the Vita of Naum (Duichev 1985:139-142, Lavrov 1930:181-192), 
the only disciple of Constantine and Methodius to have his own Slavic hagiography.?© In 
some instances, the existence of a vita may be inferred from other evidence, the vita itself 
being lost. Such is the case of the Vita of Antonius, a monk in the Kiev Caves Monastery and 
a cellmate of Theodosius, which was used in the composition of the Primary Chronicle and 
of the Caves Monastery Paterik. 

Most of the original Slavic hagiography deals with the personalities of Rus’ (Boris and 
Gleb, Theodosius of the Caves Monastery, Leontius of Rostov, Barlaam of Xutyn’, Euphro- 
syne of Polock) or has survived in East Slavic versions as did the vitae of the martyred Czech 
saints, Prince Wenceslas (Kantor 1983:99-138, Mare 1979:104—130) and his grandmother 
Ludmila (Mare’ 1979:130-133). The life stories of Boris and Gleb, the first East Slavic saints, 
offer an instructive example of the multiplicity of agencies for hagiographic writings. The 
most extensive account of the brothers’ martyrdom i is the Lesson (Cbtenie) on the Life and 
Murder of the Blessed Passion-Sufferers Boris and Gleb found in the fourteenth-century 
Sil’ vestrovskij sbornik. An artistically enhanced version entitled Tale and Passion and En- 
comium of the Holy Martyrs Boris and Gleb (Spkazanie i strastb i poxvala) is included in the 
Uspenskij sbornik and followed there by the Tale of the Miracles wrought by the saintly 


262. Following a frequent practice, the vitae of Constantine and Methodius are referred to in Latin as Vita Constan- 
tini and Vita Methodii 
263. Clement of Ohrid, another member of the Moravian mission, is the subject of a Greek vita by Theophilact of Ohrid. 
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brothers. Another account of the martyrdom of Boris and Gleb is in an eight-folio insert into 
the Primary Chronicle under the year 1015. Finally, there are lessons on Boris and Gleb in 
the parimeiniki, the oldest of them being a nine-folio lesson in Zachariah's Parimeinik of 
1271, and various short proloZpnaja Zitija, memorial offices dedicated to the brothers, and a 
menological encomium (Abramovié, ed. 1916, Hollingsworth 1992, Kantor 1983:165-253, 
Lenhoff 1989; § #165).?6 

Of the important South Slavic subjects of vitae, one should mention Ivan of Rila (ca. 
876-946), the founder of Bulgarian eremitism, and Sava or Sabbas (1175-1235), the orga- 
nizer of the Serbian national church. The prologue-type vita of Ivan of Rila is included in the 
Dragan Menaeum. Of the two vitae of Sava, one was written by Domentian, the other by 
Theodosius (Danitié 1860), two thirteenth-century monks at the Hilandar Monastery on 
Mount Athos.?® Short episodes from the vitae of monks may also be found in the pateriks, 
or histories of particular monastic communities. 

Sava’s father, Stefan Nemanja (ca. 1132-1200), the first ruler of the independent Serbian 
state and the founder of the Nemanjié dynasty, received two vitae, both written by his sons 
and both having some of the earmarks of biographies. Sava gave a very intimate account of 
the years he spent with his father in the Hilandar Monastery, where Stefan retired after his 
abdication. The account by Stefan Nemanjié (1165-1228), Stefan Nemanja’s elder son and 
successor to the throne of Serbia, is less personal in tone and more concermed with his fa- 
ther’s political career (Kantor 1983:257-304, Safaiik 1873).2% 

Autobiography as a genre does not appear before the seventeenth century, its first East 
Slavic representative being the Life of the Archpriest Avvakum. There existed, to be sure, ear- 
lier writings that offered outlets for autobiographic disclosures, such as travel accounts (ChSI. 
xozdenija) by pilgrims and merchants. The most celebrated example is the description of a 
pilgrimage to the Holy Land by Daniel, hegumen of a monastery in Chernigov, composed in 
1106-1108. Daniel’s travelogue, containing vivid scenes of Palestine, is extant in many man- 
uscripts from the fifteenth century on.267 The Instruction of Vladimir Monomakh (1053-1125), 
in which the Kievan prince prepares his children for their future responsibilities, is not a reli- 
able example of the autobiographic genre, even though it is sometimes so considered. In the 
first place, Viadimir’s authorship of the text cannot be ascertained since the /nstruction survives 
in a late and unique version (in the Laurentian codex of 1377). Secondly, the /nstruction fol- 
lows the well-known topos of an ideological testament made by an aging ruler on his deathbed. 


3.47. Hymnography and other poetic works. Slavic poetry found its first written ex- 
pression in translations of some of the poetic books of the Old Testament (Psalter, Song of 
Songs) and of Byzantine liturgical hymnody. The latter turned out to be especially important 
for the development of native Slavic poetic tradition by offering ready models for original 


264, English transtations of these texts may be found in a study by Hollingsworth (1992) on East Slavic hagiog- 
raphy, including translations of the vitae of Theodosius of the Caves Monastery and Avraamij of Smolensk, and of an en- 
comium for Prince Vladimir. 

265. Since Domentian's vita was composed before that by Theodosius and became its main source, there is confu- 
sion about the authorship of the latter; cf. the title of Danizié’s edition of the vita by Theodosius: Zivot svetoga Save 
napisao Domenitijan. 

266. The vitae of Constantine the Philosopher, Methodius, Wenceslas, Boris and Gleb, and Stefan Nemanja (by Sava) 
are available in an English translation by Kantor (1983). 

267. An account of a commercial trip to India, made in 1466-1472 by Afanasij Nikitin, is also partly autobiograph- 
ical, 
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Slavic compositions. In fact, acrostics in various hymnographic compositions show that in 
the ninth and tenth centuries this genre vied in popularity with homiletic literature. 

The solemn mode of the divine office (sluZpba), in particular the canon with which the 
faithful honored their saints and commemorated special church occasions, offers the earliest 
examples of such poetic compositions. It is possible that the first canon composed in Slavic 
was one honoring Demetrius, the patron saint of Thessalonica. There is even some basis for 
speculation that the canon was written by Methodius himself: Thessalonica was Methodius’s 
native town, and Methodius is reported to have celebrated an office for St. Demetrius (Vita 
Methodii 15). This surmise is strengthened by a reference in the canon to the work of the 
Moravian mission. The earliest text of the canon for St. Demetrius comes from the eleventh 
century. Another famous canon, one that honored Constantine/Cyril and Methodius, may 
have been composed soon after the latter’s death. It is known from a twelfth-century East 
Slavic service menaeum for the month of April (Lavrov, ed. 1930:111-115; § #87). 

An anonymous office for Constantine is in a twelfth-century East Slavic service 
menaeum for the month of February (§ #85), while an office for Methodius, attributed to 
Constantine of Preslav (Kostié 1937-1938), is known from the Bulgarian Dragan Menaeum 
(Duichev, ed. 1985:153—156, Lavrov, ed. 1930:116-127, Ku 178-180, § ##356, 357) of the 
thirteenth century. A joint office for the two brothers, composed probably in the eleventh cen- 
tury in Bohemia, has survived in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries of the fourteenth century. An 
office in honor of the Czech prince Wenceslas is preserved in an eleventh-century Novgorod 
menaeum for the month of September (§ #7). 

Authors of some hymnographic works can be identified thanks to the Byzantine device 
of “signing” compositions by including the poet’s name in an acrostic woven into the text. 
This is the way in which some of the writings of Clement of Ohrid, Naum of Ohrid, and Con- 
Stantine of Preslav have come to light (Kostié 1937-1938), KoZuxarov 1984, 1988, Popov 
1978, 1982, 1985, 1988, Stanéev/Popov 1988.76 The most frequent vehicle for acrostics was 
the canon (Gk. kanén ‘rule’), which from the seventh century, when it was first introduced, 
became the favorite form of Byzantine hymnography. The canon consists of nine odes ( pésni) 
of several stanzas each corresponding and referring to the biblical canticles of Moses (Ex. 
15.1-19, Dt. 32.1-43),76? Hannah (1 Sa. 2.1-10), Habbakuk (3.1-19), Isaiah (26.9-20), 
Jonah (2.2-9), Azariah (Dn. 3.26—47, 52-57), the Virgin Mary (Lk. 1.46—55), and Zachariah 
(Lk. 1.68-79). Each ode is introduced by an heirmos (from Gk. héird ‘I join’; ChSI. irmos), 
which addresses the theme of the canticle and serves as a formal model for the following 
troparia (Gk. tropdrion from trépos ‘musical mode’), usually three or four. The troparia are 
the truly original stanzas of the canon and, as such, they become available for the composi- 
tion of acrostics. The final stanza of each ode is a theotokion (Bogorodiébns) that glorifies 
the Mother of God (Gk. theds ‘god’ and tekein ‘to give birth’). Inserted after the third ode is 
the kathisma (ChSI. kafizma or sédalbnt), a stanza that may be recited in a sitting position 
(Gk. kathistémi ‘I am set’), while the sixth ode is followed by two stanzas, a kontakion (ChSI. 
kondaks) and an oikos (ChSI. ikos), which echo the theme of the canon. 

The canon for Methodius from the Dragan Menaeum has yielded the following acrostic: 


268. To be sure, an acrostic may reveal the name of the author but cannot identify him as a particular person. Thus, 
however well founded is Kostié’s (1937-1938) surmise that the name Constantine stands for Constantine of Preslav, it 
must remain a surmise. 7 

269. The second ode is usually omitted because of the moumful mood of the second canticle of Moses. 
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DOBRO METODI TE POJO KONSTANTIN ‘Well, Methodius, do I praise you. Constan- 
tine’. To show how Kostié (1937—1938:201—203) arrived at this reading, here is a sample of 
the reconstruction of the initial words of each stanza, with the letters used for the acrostic 
transcribed in boldface: 


Ode | Heirmos Gredete ... 
Troparion Dazdb... 
Troparion Ostavive... 
Troparion Branb... 
Theotokos Knto... 

Ode 3 Heirmos Outvredi.. . 
Troparion O préslavpne .. . 
Troparion Mefodie . . . 
Troparion Eze... 
Theotokos Marie... 
Kathisma Jako... 

Ode 4 Heirmos OuslySaxb . .. 
Troparion 5 ene 
Troparion O desngjo... 


Troparion DouSg... 

Theotokos Mole... 
Ode 5 Heirmos Svéta... 

Troparion Istyi... etc. 


Besides the canons and offices, the poetic legacy left by the Moravian mission includes 
two dodecasyllabic poems, the Preface to the Gospel and the Alphabet Prayer. The Preface 
(Proglass) celebrates the creation of Slavic letters and of Slavic religious books with a ring- 
ing hymn glorifying them and the Scriptures and extolling their importance for the Slavs 
(Butler 1980:5—15, Duichey, ed. 1985:147—150, Jakobson 1963, Lavrov, ed. 1930:196-198, 
Nahtigal 1943, Vaillant 1956). Its oldest text is in a thirteenth-century codex of a fourfold 
Gospel from the Hilandar Monastery at Mt. Athos. However, a sixteenth-century Russian text 
of the first forty-four lines is in many respects more conservative. Here is a reconstruction of 
the opening lines of the poem, with the caesura typically after the fifth syllable (passages 
from the Scriptures are in quotation marks): 


Jako proroci | prorekli sgtb préZde, 
Xristosb gredetb | sbbpratb ezyky, 
Svétp bo estb | vbsemu miru semu. 
Se sbbystp se | vb sedmyi véKt sb. 
RéSe bo oni | slépii prozbrets, 
Glusi slySetb | slovo bukbvenoe, 
Boga Ze ubo | poznati dostoits. 
Témp Ze uslySite | slovéne vpsi! 
Darb bo estb | ott boga sb dans, 
Dart boii | est desnye esti, 
Darb dugamt | nikolize tblée, 


As the prophets prophesied of old, 
“Christ comes to gather the nations,” 
For he is “the light of this whole world,” 
It has come to pass in this seventh age. 
For they have said, “The blind will see, 
The deaf will hear the word of the Book.” 
For it is proper that God be known. 
Therefore harken, all ye Slavs! 

For this gift is given by God, 

A divine gift from [God’s] right hand, 

A gift to men which never perishes, 
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The Alphabet Prayer (Duichev 1985:143-146, Lavrov 1930:199-200, Stan¢ev 1981, 
Vajs/Kurz 1929, 1955; L, 32-34, § #118) is an alphabetic acrostic, that is, a poem whose 
lines begin with consecutively arranged letters of the alphabet. It forms the introduction to 
the Homiliary Gospel by Constantine of Preslav (first codex from the twelfth century), who 
may well be the author. Its message is similar to that of the Preface. Here are the poem’s 
opening fifteen lines in their East Slavic version and in translation (the letters of the alpha- 
bet are given in boldface): 


I pray to God with these words: 

O, God of all creation and maker 

Of what is visible and what is invisible, 
O, Lord, send the living Spirit, 

Let it breathe the Word into my heart, 
With which will prosper all 

Who live by your commandments. 
Because your law is the light of life 
And the illumination of the paths of him 
Who seeks the words of the Gospel 
And asks to receive your benefactions. 
And now the Slavic people take wing. 
All those turned towards baptism 

Who wish to be called your people. 
They fervently pray for your mercy. 


Azb slovomb simb molju sja bogu, 
Boze vseja tvari i ziZditelju, 
Vidimyims i nevidimyim. 
Gospodi, duxa posbli ZivuSCaago, 
Da vbdbxnetb vb srbdbce mi slovo, 
Jeze budetb na uspéxb vbsémb, 
Zivustiime vb zapovédbxt ti. 

3élo bo jest svétilpniks Zizni 
Zakont tvoi i svéth stbzamb 

Ize iS¢eth evangelbska slova 

I prosits dary tvoja prijati.?”° 
Letit?”! bo nyné i slovénnsko pleme. 
Kx krpSéeniju obratiSase vbsi 
Ljudije tvoi nareStise xoteste. 
Milosti tvojeja, boZe, prosetb zélo. 


East Slavic codices preserved two other ancient alphabet acrostic poems. One, beginning 
with Azs tebé pripadaju milostive, is in the thirteenth-century Jaroslavl’ Euchologium 
(Sobolevskij 1910: 29, 33-34; Ss #387); the other, transcribed on the last two folios of the 
Pandects of Antioch, is a Slavic translation of the alphabet poem (a/phabetarium) composed 
by Pope Gregory the Great (Karinskij 1930; Ku 18). It is remarkable for having every line of 
the acrostic begin not just with a letter of the alphabet but with the letter’s name (the first line 
reads AzB jesmb vbsemu miru svéetb). 

There are also numerous examples of highly organized rhetorical and hieratic prose 
whose rhythmic and rhyming devices come close to the structure of the poetic line. The degree 
to which such devices are used may vary in one and the same composition depending on the 
need to highlight a portion of the text. Segments characterized by a high density of poetic de- 
vices may in fact qualify as poems in their own right. Such are the versified encomium to 
Tsar Symeon (readdressed to Prince Svyatoslav), found at the end of the /zbornik of 1073, the 
prayers in the compositions of Cyril of Turov or the inserts in some of the vitae. Examples 
of such inserts are provided by the inscription on Solomon’s goblet (Vita Constantini 13) as 
reconstructed by Jakobson (1957:115—116) or the deathbed instruction given by Constantine/ 
Cyril to Methodius in the Vita Methodii 7 (Tschizewskij 1976:18). A striking example of 
thythmic prose is provided by the coda of the encomium to Constantine/Cyril and Metho- 


270. The two I's represent different letters of the Cyrillic alphabet, s with the numerical value of 10 and n with the nu- 
merical value of 8. 

271. The fact that this line does not conform to the alphabetical principle of the poem suggests that it may be a later 
insertion. 
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dius whose composition is attributed to Clement of Ohrid (1.35). In the following excerpt the 
continuous text found in the Uspenskij sbornik is broken down into short segments united by 
various formal devices (syntactic constructions, syllable count, stress, rhyme, and allitera- 
tion):272 


B(og)odpxnovenyi darb o(tt) B(og)a priimsa, 
mrakp nevédénija vesjudu progbnasta, 

soboju obrazb veséms prédlagajuséa, 

o(tb) ustbnu d(u)xovenuju sladoste istaéajuséa, 
poganbstvu Ze vbsekomu razdrusbnika javista se, 
jeretikomt supostata, bésoms progontnika, 
svétp omractenyims, uéitele mladenbcem», 
istatajusta d(u)xovbnuju sladostp, 
aln¢justiimp neskudbnaja pista, 

Zadpnyimp nepréstajai istotpnikn, 

nagyimb obilbnoje odénije podajuséa, 

siryimb pomosésnika, 

stranbnyim»> priimbnika, 

bolbnyims posétitelja, 

pecalpnyimp uteSitelja, 

napastbnyimp zastitpnika, 

vpdovamp i sirotams pomostnnika . . . 


Having accepted the gift of divine inspiration, 

You (two) have dispelled the darkness of ignorance everywhere. 
Setting yourselves as an example for everyone, 

Exuding spiritual sweetness from your mouths, 

You became destroyers of all paganism, 


272. This is reminiscent of artistic devices found in medieval Latin prose, where the “art of dictation” (ars dictaminis) 
called for pauses in delivery and a rhythmic cadence. The rhythmic segments, or cola, produced in this process could also 
be rhymed. Two cola having the same number of syllables were called a sequence. As a sample of Latin rhythmic and 
rhymed prose, consider the Latin text of the second paragraph of the passage from the chronicle of Anonymous Gallus 
that was cited in English in 1.44, The excerpt is broken down into cola: 


Que regio quamvis multum sit nemorosa, 
auro tamen et argento, pane et came, 
pisce et melle satis est copiosa. 

Et in hoc plurimum aliis preferenda 
quod cum a tot supradictis gentibus 
et christianis et gentilibus sit vallata 
ela cunctis insimul et a singulis 
mullociens inpugnata, 

nunquam tamen ab ullo 

fuit penitus subiugata. 

Patria ubj aér salubris, ager fertilis, 
silva melliflua, aqua piscosa, 

mitites bellicosi, rustici laboriosi, 
equi durabiles, boves arabiles, 

vacce lactose, oves lanose. 


Purely syllabic segmentation should not be confused with the “isocolic principle,” which defines rhythmic structures in 
medieval! Slavic prose by the number of stresses (Picchio 1973, 1980). 





EARLY WRITING - 221 


Enemies of heretics, harriers of devils, 
Light to those in darkness, teachers of the young, 
Exuding spiritual sweetness, 

Copious food for the hungry, 

An ever plentiful source for the thirsty, 
Offering abundant clothing for the naked, 
Helpers of the bereft, 

Protectors of the wayfarers, 

Visitors of the sick, 

Comforters of the sad, 

Defenders of the attacked, 

Helpers of widows and orphans... 


A special case is presented by the /gor Tale (Slévo o polku fgoreve), hailed as the great- 
est work of medieval East Slavic literature (Adrianova-Peretc, ed. 1950, Grégoire/Jakob- 
son/Szeftel, eds. 1948, Nabokov 1960). This epic poem of about 2,750 words describes the 
unsuccessful campaign of 1185 by Prince Igor Svyatoslayich of Novgorod-Seversk against 
the Polovtsi, a Turkic tribe that followed the Pechenegs as the occupiers of the steppe corri- 
dor. The only manuscript of the /gor Tale, dating from the sixteenth century, was discovered 
at the end of the eighteenth century in the town of Yaroslavl, northeast of Moscow. In 
1795-1796 a copy of the manuscript was made for Catherine the Great, and in 1800 the man- 
uscript itself was published. This was fortunate, for soon the original manuscript was to per- 
ish in the fires that engulfed Moscow after it had been occupied by Napoleon. Since the orig- 
inal text contained a number of hapax legomena and its handwritten and printed versions 
cannot be fully trusted, a number of scholars have impugned the authenticity of the Igor Tale 
and pronounced it an eighteenth-century forgery based on a description of the 1185 campaign 
as found in the Hypatian codex of the chronicle. This view, which in the West was represented 
most tenaciously by the French scholar André Mazon, has been challenged in many studies 
of the /gor Tale, notably in its 1948 critical edition by Henri Grégoire, Roman Jakobson, and 
Marc Szeftel. They and most Russian Slavists have argued that philological evidence points 
to the end of the twelfth century as the date of the original composition of the epic.273 

Two West Slavic religious hymns, the Czech Hospodine, pomiluj ny (Mare’ 1979: 104-130) 
and the Polish Bogurodzica (Woronczak 1962), appear to belong to the Cyrillo-Methodian 
tradition, even though their oldest texts are fairly late (fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, re- 
spectively). The language of the Czech poem contains Church Slavonic hallmarks and has 
even been reconstructed as Church Slavonic of the Czech recension (Jakobson 1950), while 
the text of the oldest part of the Polish hymn has been shown to parallel the model of the Byz- 
antine icon of the deesis, in which Jesus is flanked by the Virgin Mary and John the Baptist 
in supplicating poses (Birkenmajer 1937). 

The Prague Fragments (MareS 1979:41—45) contain two Glagolitic folios of the eleventh 
century, with several versified svéti(d)ipny (that is, hymns sung at the morning service) and 
a segment of the liturgy for Good Friday. They are Church Slavonic of the Czech recension 
and are preserved in the Metropolitan Capitular Library’ in Prague. 


273. In an ironic twist, the events described in the Igor Tale demand that, if it is deemed authentic, it has to be dated 
with precision to the year 1187. 
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3.48. Monasticism. Medieval learning was closely connected with the establishment of 
monastic communities, in which those who strove for a closer union with God could devote 
themselves to prayer and meditation free from worldly concerns. It was in the contemplative 
atmosphere of the monasteries that the cult of the written word and learning flourished. Texts 
were translated, assembled, and sometimes composed anew; they were copied in monastic 
scriptoria and taught in monastic schools. It was only in the Byzantine part of Slavdom and 
on the Dalmatian coast, however, that Slavic texts were regularly produced. In the West, the 
supreme rule of Latin was rarely challenged. The work of the Moravian mission was the most 
signal instance of Slavic incursion into the dominion of Latin, but it took place, before the 
fissure between the Byzantine and Roman approaches to Christianity had a chance to deepen 
into the chasm that it was soon to become. To be sure, even after the liquidation of the mis- 
sion at the end of the ninth century, the practice of celebrating the divine liturgy in the ver- 
nacular survived or resurfaced here and there in the West Slavic lands, most notably in the 
S4zava monastery in Bohemia, where Slavic worship continued throughout most of the 
eleventh century. 

Although the first Slavic monasteries arose in Bulgaria (Ohrid and Preslav), spreading 
later into Serbia and Rus’, it was a monastic colony at Mount Athos, outside Slavic territory, 
that turned out to be crucial for the preservation of the earliest Slavic texts. Mount Athos is 
the synecdochic name applied to the easternmost of the three narrow promontories extend- 
ing south from Macedonia into the Aegean Sea. Its remoteness and inaccessibility made it a 
favorite retreat for hermits and eventually for larger cenobitic communities. By the eleventh 
century it was a flourishing monastic community and one of the holiest shrines of the Or- 
thodox church, its “Holy Mountain” (hdgion dros). As such, it attracted monastic settlements 
from all of Eastern Christianity, including three monasteries from the Slavic countries— 
Zographos, tied with Bulgaria; St. Panteleimon, with Rus’; and Hilandar, with Serbia.?”4 
Sheltered from external strife and self-ruled by a council of hegumens of its twenty monas- 
teries whose only authority was the ecumenical patriarch in Constantinople, the monastic “re- 
public” of Mount Athos became the center of Orthodox learning. Monks traveled to it to ob- 
tain training as bookmen, to translate and to copy, and to commune with their brethren hailing 
from the remotest corners of the Byzantine commonwealth. Back in their native countries 
they spread the seeds of Athonite monasticism, becoming its local envoys and champions. It 
is to the monastic libraries on Mount Athos that we owe the survival of such literary treasures 
as the two earliest Slavic translations of the fourfold Gospel, the codices Zographensis and 
Marianus. 

Another important center of Slavic monasticism and, what goes with it, medieval Slavic 
writing was the monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai. Protected by Byzantine emper- 
ors, it attracted monks from all over the Byzantine commonwealth. It was smaller than the 
Mount Athos community and therefore even more successful in propagating a uniform vi- 
sion of Orthodox spirituality.2”5 The early discoveries of Sinai Slavic texts made by the Rus- 
sian scholars Uspenskij (Psalterium Sinaiticum and Euchologium Sinaiticum) and Kapustin 


274. For more details, see Viasto 1970:296-307 and Obolensky 1974:387-397. 

275. In fect, Slavic monks regardless of their national origin had at their disposal a common dormitory on Mount 
Sinai. This may be inferred from a note found in a fourteenth-century manuscript: “Let it be known to every monk who 
comes to Sinai, be he Serb, Bulgar, or Russian, conceming this cell that by the grace of the Very Reverend Bishop Lord 
German, I found it and left it; let no one harm it” (Tamanidis 1988:5!). 
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and Rozov (Dobromir Gospel)” have been complemented by the finds made by Altbauer 
(3.42) and Tarnanidis (3.41.5). Among the manuscripts reported on by Tarnanidis (1988) 
are twenty-eight missing folios of the Euchologium Sinaiticum, thirty-two folios of the 
Psalterium Sinaiticum, nine folios of the‘Dobromir Gospel, seventeen folios of an eleventh 
or twelfth century East Slavic Cyrillic Psalter, 145 folios of a twelfth-century South Slavic 
Glagolitic Psalter with an inserted medical text, eighty folios of an early Glagolitic missal 
using Roman terminology (maa, prefacié, etc.) reminiscent of the Kiev Missal, and two fo- 
lios of an early Glagolitic menaeum with Cyrillic additions. 


3.48.1. Monastic rules. Monastic life was regulated by a set of rules, known by its Greek 
name as t¥pikon or in Slavic as ustavz.27" Ultimately these regulations derived from the rule 
formulated by Basil the Great of Caesarea (ca. 330-379). The earliest Slavic record of that 
rule is in the Old Church Slavonic Zographos Fragments (Lavrov 1926, Lavrov/Vaillant 
1930), two Cyrillic folios found in 1906 by Petr Alekseevit Lavrov in the Zographos 
monastery on Mount Athos. Since eastern monasteries submitted to the authority of local pa- 
triarchs or metropolitans, they could modify some aspects of the basic rule, molding it to fit 
their particular needs and circumstances. Thus, under the hegumenship of Theodore 
(759-826), the monastery of Studios in Constantinople evolved its own rule, which incor- 
porated some of the special customs observed in Palestinian monasteries. The Studios (or 
Studite) Rule was adopted by the newly founded Slavic monasteries in the Balkans and Rus’, 
including the famous Caves Monastery in Kiev.278 The oldest extant text of the Studite Rule 
is the East Slavic Ustavz studiiskii of the end of the twelfth century, now in the State His- 
torical Museum in Moscow (§ #138). 


3.48.2. The Ladder of Divine Ascent (L, 9-17, § ##62, 206) was a basic manual of 
monastic comportment written in mid-sixth century. Its author, John Climacus, so named 
after the Greek title of his work, Klimaks ‘ladder’, was the hegumen of the Monastery of 
St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai. He used the iconographic image of a ladder with thirty rungs to 
symbolize the degrees in a monk’s ascent to spiritual perfection. Of the many translations of 
the work, the Spanish one, made from the Latin Scala paradisi, came out in Mexico in 1532, 
the first book to be printed in the Western Hemisphere. The Slavic translation of the Ladder 
(Léstvica) was probably executed in Bulgaria in the tenth century. Chapter 28 of Léstvica is 
included in the [zbornik of 1076, but full Slavic translations are not older than the twelfth or 
thirteenth century and come from Rus’. It is there that the great majority of the extant man- 
uscripts of the Ladder were copied in the fourteenth through sixteenth centuries, particularly 
during the ascendance of the Hesychasts. 


3.48.3. Pateriks. The monastic experience produced collections of tales from the lives 
of monks and hermits, the so-called pateriks (from Greek biblfon paterikén ‘the Book of 
Fathers’). Blending hagiographic and belletristic elements, the pateriks became one of the 
most popular genres of medieval literature. From Palestine and Egypt, where the earliest her- 


276. It is also likely that A. 1. Kapustin (1817-1894), who as Archimandrite Antonin headed the Russian church mis- 
sion in Jerusalem, obtained the manuscript of the Kiev Missal during his stay in the monastery of St. Catherine on Mount 
Sinai in 1870. } . 

277. The Slavic term ustav also designates one of the main liturgical books used in the Orthodox worship, a guide to 
the order of the divine service and a comportment manua! for the worshipers within and without the church. 

278. Inthe fifteenth century, Russian monasteries switched to the Jerusalem Rule, which was commonly used in Pates- 
tine, It was formulated by Sabas of Cappadocia (d. 532), hegumen of the Euthymian Monastery near Jerusalem. 
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mitages and monastic communities were founded, they spread to other Christian lands, ei- 
ther in the form of translations or as original compositions patterned after older models. 

A favorite source of the paterik stories was a Greek miscellany called Apophthégmata fon 
patéron (Sayings of the Fathers). It forms the main part of two pateriks, the Azbucbno- 
lerusalimpskii (Capaldo 1981; L, 299-302), which was probably translated in Bulgaria in the 
tenth century but whose oldest manuscript is a Serbian one from the fourteenth century and 
the Skitsskii (from Greek skétis ‘hermitage’), whose earliest fragments, also of Serbian re- 
cension, come from the mid-thirteenth century (Veder 1974; L, 321-325, S #217). The for- 
mer is organized alphabetically, the latter topically. Another source of edifying tales from the 
lives of saintly men was the Spiritual Meadow of John Moschus (ca. 538-619). It entered 
into the Sinai Paterik, which survives in an eleventh-century copy of East Slavic recension 
(GolySenko/Dubrovina 1967; S #26). While the Sinai Paterik contains tales from various 
monastic retreats, including some in the Sinai, the Egyptian and Roman pateriks have Egypt 
and Italy, respectively, as their specific locales. The earliest text of the Egyptian Paterik (L, 
302-308) is of Bulgarian recension and dates from the first half of the fourteenth century. 
The Roman Paterik (Birkfellner 1979; L, 313-316) was originally composed in Latin by 
Pope Gregory I (ca. 540-604) and was subsequently translated into Greek. It is from the 
Greek version that the Slavic translation was prepared. There is a plausible theory that the 
otpébskyg kbnigy, translated by Methodius and his disciples during the last years of their mis- 
sion in Moravia (Vita Methodii 15), referred to the Roman Paterik (Sobolevskij 1904, Mares 
1972).279 Whether this claim is correct or not, the Roman Paterik must have been translated 
very early, if not in Moravia at the end of the ninth century, then soon thereafter in Bulgana. 
Also in Bulgaria were translated the Sinai and Egyptian pateriks, the former in the tenth and 
the latter in the eleventh century. Much work on the connections among various paterik tra- 
ditions was done by the Dutch Slavists Nicolaas van Wijk and William R. Veder, the Italian 
Mario Capaldo, and the Bulgarian Svetlina Nikolova. 

Of the original Slavic pateriks, the best known is connected with a specific monastic com- 
munity, the Caves Monastery in Kiev. The core of the Kievan Caves Monastery Paterik 
(Abramovié 1911, Heppel 1989; L, 308-313, Ko 4:41—42) consists of two long epistles writ- 
ten in the first half of the thirteenth century. One is from Simon, a former monk in the Cave 
Monastery and later bishop of Vladimir and Suzdal, to his friend and disciple, the monk Poly- 
carp; the other is from Polycarp to Akindin, hegumen of the Caves Monastery. The epistles 
recount various feats of ascetism performed by the monks of the monastery and recall the 
miraculous events accompanying the construction of the monastery’s cathedral. The Caves 
Monastery Paterik was an open-ended monument, and in its subsequent redactions it was ex- 
panded by related writings.2®° There are about two hundred extant codices of the Caves 
Monastery Paterik, the earliest, compiled by Arsenii, bishop of Tver, dates from 1406. It is 
preserved in the Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg. 


3.49. Learning. This very broad category comprises what one would refer to nowadays 
as theology, philosophy (including ethics and aesthetics), and science. Although today these 
branches of learning are distinct, in the Middle Ages they were linked by the all-encompass- 


279. There must have been a need for a paterik in the Moravian mission, which formed a monastic community. In an- 
other view, the otséaskyg kanigy referred to collections of homilies by the Church Fathers (Grivec 1960:136). 

280. In fact, it was not until 1462 that it became known as the Caves Monastery Paterik. Two notable additions were 
Nestor’s tale of the founding of the monastery in the mid-eleventh century and his Life of Theodosius, the second hegu- 
men of the monastery (3.46). 
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ing canopy of Christianity. Whether in its Roman or its Byzantine guise, Christianity was the 
spiritual comerstone of medieval culture and permeated all of its manifestations. It defined both 
the outer limits and the core of the intellectual universe of a medieval bookman, allowing lit- 
tle room for analytical fragmentization and categorization. The goal of learning, whatever its 
ultimate emphasis, was to comprehend God’s design as set forth in the Scriptures and in the 
teachings of the Church Fathers, and to transmit to others the knowledge of its immutable laws. 
The first Slavic work of theology was a tenth-century composition which in the Slavic 
tradition has come to be known as Heavens (Nebesa) or as Theology (Bogoslovie). Its com- 
piler, the Bulgarian writer of the Preslav school John the Exarch, selected and translated Heav- 
ens from the theological treatise The Fount of Knowledge by John of Damascus. The earliest 
copy of Heavens is in a miscellany of East Slavic recension from the twelfth or thirteenth cen- 
tury. It is kept today in the State Historical Museum in Moscow (Bodjanskij 1877; § #141). 
The physical world of the Middle Ages was interpreted in two kinds of compendia, the 
hexaemeron (Sestodpnevs) and the physiologue ( fiziologs). The hexaemeron was a blend of 
biblical and mythological stories and of direct observations of nature. Its name refers to the 
biblical story of the six days of Creation, with each day offering the context for a discussion 
of various natural phenomena. The oldest Slavic hexaemeron was compiled by John the 
Exarch. It is a selection of texts translated from Byzantine hexaemera of Basil of Caesarea, 
Severianus of Gabala, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa, 
and expanded by John’s own observations from his native Bulgaria. The oldest extant copy of 
the hexaemeron of John the Exarch dates from 1263 and is of Serbian recension. It is preserved 
in the State Historical Museum in Moscow (Bodjanskij, ed. 1879; Aitzetmiiller, ed. 1958-1975; 
Ku 39-40, § #178). A survey of Byzantine and Slavic hexaemera may be found in L , 478-483. 
Here, in Aitzetmiiller’s reconstruction, are two passages from the hexaemeron of John 
the Exarch, the first taken from the section dealing with the habits of sea creatures in Chap- 
ter Five (Slovo petoje), the second from the preface to Chapter Six (Slovo Sestaago dpne): 


(1) ... karkins jests, da 
th Zelajet, zélo ja 
sti pluti ostreje 
vy; nb bédbno jemu 
jest uloviti je, i 


There is the crab, and 

he wants very much 

to eat the meat of the oyster; 
but it is difficult for him 

to catch it, 


mbZe odeZda jemu je for [the oyster’s) garment 
stb aky érépina is like a hard 

Zestoka. ...da shell. ... And 

jegda je ubljudett when he espies it 

Vb zavétrpné mé in a windless place 

sté zélo sladncé s¢ very comfortably 
gréjgste i protiva warming itself and in 
slbnpcju svoi luscé the sunshine opening up 
razvrbzbse, tbgda its two shells, then 

2e otai pridébp the crab steals up quietly 


karkint i kamy 
¢bCb VbZbMb Vb sko 
Ibcé vbvrpgb ne da 
stb sbstegnoti je 

ju ni zatvoriti. 


and taking a small ~ 

stone [and] 

throwing [it] inside the two shells 
does not let them contract 

or close up. (1968:59-62) 
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(2) JakoZe smrndt i ni Like a humble and 
Sup Clovéks i stra poor man and a stranger, 
nbn prisbdp iz having come from 
dalete kp prévo afar to the portals 
ramb kpnezju dvoru of a prince’s court 
i videvt je divit, and having seen them is amazed; 


se; i pristopivb 
‘kb vratomp ¢judi 


and having come close 
to the gates marvels 


tb se vEprasaje; i asking [to be let in]; and 
Qtrb vEsEd> vidi having come inside sees 

th na obé strané on both sides 

xramy stojeste, u houses standing, 

kraSeny kameni embellished with stone 

emp i drévomb, and wood, 

isppsany; i proce painted all over; and further, 
je Vb dvorbch VESb [when] having entered the courtyard 
db i uzbrévb po and seeing tall 

laty vysoky i palaces and 

crkevi izdobreny churches decorated 

bez goda kamenije richly with stone 

mb i drévomb i and wood and 

Saromb, izgin paint, and on the inside 

Ze mramoromb i with marble and 

médijg, sbrebromb copper, silver 

i ziatomp; tate and gold, then 

ne védy Cesomb pri he does not know with what 
loZiti ix ne to compare them 

bo jest vidélp because he had not seen 

na svojei zemli in his own land 

togo, razvé xyzb such (things), only a poor hut 
slamnt i ubogs; covered with straw. 

ti aky pogubi And, as if he had lost 

Vb si ums Cjudi his mind, he marvels 

th se ims tu. at them there. (1971:1—-3)28! 


The physiologues were Byzantine bestiaries and lapidaries in which the characteristics, 
real or imaginary, of various animals and minerals (and some trees) were endowed with 
Christian symbolism (L, 461-462). Surviving Slavic physiologues are all of East Slavic re- 
cension translated from Greek. The earliest one dates from the fifteenth century.2®2 


281. Itis often claimed that this passage presents a realistic depiction of Prestav and of Symeon's palace { just as the 
description of the prince in a later passage is said to refer to Symeon himself, sce Obolensky 1966:502). This, however, 
does not have to be the case, The humble man’s reaction to the glamour of the princely residence and to the prince’s im- 
posing appearance may be an instance of the “topos of modesty” and correspond to the expressions of awe before the 
wonders of human anatomy with which this section of the Hexaemeron is concemed. 

282. There is a reference to the Hexaemeron of John the Exarch in the Instruction of Prince Vladimir Monomakh 
(1053-1125), and some of Monomakh's imagery may be derived from a physiologue. Whether this suggests an early avail- 
ability of these texts in Rus’ hinges on the evidential worth of Monomakh’s writings. 
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The earliest Slavic text dealing with the arts of healing is a Glagolitic collection of reme- 
dies for various ills, called Cosmas’s Healer (Vraébba Kozminaja). Its three-folio text was 
inserted into a twelfth-century Glagolitic Psalter found in 1975 in the monastery of St. Cath- 
erine on Mr. Sinai. The monument was transcribed into Cyrillic by Tarmanides (1988:99). 
Here is an example of its prescriptions: 


If a person has a sick stomach or a tumor or constipation, then [medicinal] roots are to be 
boiled in wine and a glass of this is to be drunk. And one should know that if constipation per- 
sists, then healing salts are to be boiled with honey and used as an enema. And if a wound 
starts burning, then ground leaves or roots of nettles are to be sprinkled on the wound. 


Slavic philology is the beneficiary of the treatise On the Letters (O pismenexb), a work 
dealing with the origin of Slavic letters, whose author is known merely as the monk Khrabr 
(‘Brave’). Offering a spirited argument, Khrabr extols the virtues of the Slavic alphabet and 
pronounces it superior to Greek. He did not, however, specify which Slavic alphabet he had 
in mind, Glagolitic or Cyrillic. Since textual evidence indicates that the protograph of the 
treatise was Glagolitic, one may surmise that the treatise aligned itself with the Glagolitic 
cause and that its polemical edge was turned against Cyrillic under the guise of Greek. Such 
an inference, if correct, would lead to the conclusion that the treatise was composed at the 
turn of the tenth century and that its anonymous author was someone connected with the 
Ohrid school, perhaps Clement of Ohrid or Naum or one of their disciples.7*% 

There are about eighty extant Cyrillic codices of the treatise. The oldest of them is in a 
Bulgarian miscellany compiled in 1348 and known by one of the three names connected with 
its history—its scribe Lavrentii, its commissioner the Bulgarian tsar John Alexander 
(1331-1371), and the Synodal Library in Moscow, its resting place between the mid-seven- 
teenth and mid-nineteenth centuries. Transcribed in Tarnovo, the miscellany was first moved 
north to Wallachia or Moldavia and then south to Mt. Athos. In 1655 it was taken to Russia 
by a monk of the Holy Trinity-St. Sergius monastery, Arsenii Suxanov. After two hundred 
years in Moscow, the miscellany was deposited in the Public Library in St. Petersburg 
(Duichev 1985:157-160, DZambeluka-Kossova, ed. 1980, Florja 1981:102-104, 174-189, 
Kuev 1967, Lavrov 1930:162-164; Ko 1:43, Ku 74-75). 

Also philological in content is a brief text known as the Macedonian Folio (Dobrev 1981, 
Il’inskij 1906, Min&éeva 1981, Vaillant 1948; Ku 79-80, ky #46), which outlines the rewards 
and the pitfalls awaiting translators from Greek into Slavic (3.31). The text used to be con- 
sidered a version of John the Exarch’s preface to his translation of John of Damascus. André 
Vaillant (1948), however, argued that it is a preface to an evangeliary, and he ascribed its au- 
thorship to Constantine the Philosopher himself. According to Vaillant, Constantine’s text 
served John the Exarch as a model for his preface. The folio is in a very poor state of preser- 
vation, and it is only thanks to the reconstructive effort of Vaillant and his followers, Dobrev 
and Minéeva, that we can treat it as an integral text.28 

The treatise Against the Bogomils by the presbyter Cosmas (3.32) deals with the Bogomil 
heresy as practiced in Bulgaria (Begunov, ed. 1973, Davidov 1976, PopruZzenko 1936, 


283. Such dating of the treatise is buttressed by a claim made in several codices that some of Khrabr’s contempo- 
raries remembered Constantine and Methodius. 

284. The Slavic text of the selections from the Macedonian Folio quated in 3.31 cither is legible or, when not, is taken 
from the text of John the Exarch. 
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Puech/Vaillant, eds. 1945). Cosmas’s work, while combatting Bogomilism as a dangerous 
heresy, offers an excellent account of its tenets. The Bogomils claimed that the world is rooted 
in two beginnings, the divine and the satanic, locked ina relentless and unresolvable conflict. 
All that is ethereal and spiritual derives from God, all that is material and palpable proceeds 
from the devil. In this inherently dualistic universe, man is the battlefield on which the body 
combats the soul. Since there is no divine redemption, man’s only path to God is in for- 
swearing all material ends and embracing total spirituality. Hence, the often-mentioned “pu- 
ritanism” of the Bogomils. Bogomilism was one in a chain of dualistic doctrines that spread 
in the postclassical and medieval periods from the Near East to Bulgaria, Rus’, Serbia, 
Bosnia, Italy, and Provence.?85 Against the Bogomils is known in about twenty-five copies, 
all of East Slavic recension and all fairly late. The earliest of them is in the so-called Voloko- 
lamsk Miscellany of 1494, preserved today in the Russian State Library in Moscow. It was 
published in Sofia by Popruzenko. 


3.50. Historiography. Like religious and quasi-religious genres, Slavic historiography 
took its initial impetus from Byzantium. The first Slavic translations of Byzantine chronicles 
were executed as early as the tenth century, during the reign of Tsar Symeon of Bulgaria. 
These translations, which spread throughout Orthodox Slavdom, brought with them the 
riches of classical civilization and provided models for native chronicle-writing (MeSterskij 
1978, Weingart 1923). 


3.50.1. Translated chronicles. The Byzantine chronicles that the Slavs selected for 
translation were by and large religious works. They were compiled by churchmen who 
viewed history in a holistic and teleological way as it unfolded from its biblical beginnings 
to the Christian era. Events, whatever their historical status, were presented in their chrono- 
logical rather than causal relation, and no attempt was made to interpret them in terms other 
than Christian. Lay Byzantine historians, such as Procopius or Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 
heirs to classical Greek historiography, were not translated by the Slavs. The only exception 
to this preference for history interpreted through divine intervention was the anonymous East 
Slavic translation of the Jewish War by Josephus Flavius.78° 

The earliest Byzantine chronicler to be translated into Slavic was John Malalas. He was 
born in Antioch at the end of the fifth century and spent the first half of his life there. About 
540 he moved to Constantinople, where he compiled an eighteen-book chronicle, titled 
Khronographia. It begins with the mythical tales of ancient Egypt, Greece, and Rome and goes 
up to the rule of Emperor Justinian. Because of its simple but entertaining narrative the Chron- 
icle of John Malalas merited a Slavic translation as early as the tenth century (istrin 1897, 
1902, 1905, 1910, 1912, 1914, 1915; L, 471-474, S #74). It was executed in Bulgaria and 
spread from there to Serbia and Rus’. Since a complete text of the Slavic translation has not 
survived, it has to be reconstructed from fragments included in various historical compilations, 
known as chronographs, such as the East Slavic Chronograph “po velikomu izlozeniju" (L, 
476-477) compiled at the end of the eleventh century. The first extant fragment of the Chron- 
icle comes from an East Slavic Ziatostrui of the twelfth century (L, 47 1-474, § #74).78? 


285. Including the Gnostic, Manichean, Paulician, Patarenc, and Cathar religious movements. For an account of the 
Bogomil heresy, see Obolensky 1948. i 

286. Slavic translations of chronicles are discussed in MeSterskij 1978:68-108. ; 

287. Although the very beginning of the Chronicle of John Matalas is missing, one may surmise that it dealt with the 
Creation, Of interest to Slavic historians is a brief mention of the Avars and Slavs raiding Thrace and breaching the outer 
wails of Constantinople in 558. 
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In the beginning of the tenth century, George Syncellus, secretary of the Ecumenical Pa- 
triarch Tarasius (784-806), compiled a chronicle that extends from the Creation to the rule 
of the Roman emperor Diocletian (beginning of the fourth century). A short version of the 
Chronicle of George Syncellus was translated into Slavic and is extant in four East Slavic 
codices dating from the fifteenth century (Istrin 1903; L, 470-471). It is assumed, however, 
that the translation was executed at least a century earlier, most probably in Rus’. 

The Concise History (Khronographia syntomos), compiled by Tarasius’ successor, Patri- 
arch Nicephorus (806-815), was a chronological table listing the main personalities of an- 
cient history, from the biblical patriarchs to the Roman and Byzantine emperors, supplied 
with brief annotations. It was translated in the tenth century in Bulgaria as Létopisace veskoré 
(or vbkratcé) and became a popular aid in the composition of native Slavic chronicles 
(Stepanov, ed. 1912, L, 231-234). It was included in the /zbornik of 1073 and in the Nov- 
gorod korméaja of 1280. 

Of all the Byzantine chronicles, the best known among the Slavs was the Concise Chron- 
icle (Khronikén s§ntomon) by George the Monk (also known as George Hamartolus (from 
Greek hamartdlds ‘sinner’), who lived during the times of Emperor Michael III (842-867).288 
The chronicle was given two Slavic translations, both of them originating in Bulgaria. Its 
tenth-century rendition (Vrémensniks) became common in Rus’, while the fourteenth- 
century one (Létovanikn) became popular in Serbia.2®? The earliest extant text of the chron- 
icle is East Slavic, from the fourteenth century. It is known as Xronika Georgija Amartola and 
is kept in the Russian State Library in Moscow (Istrin, ed. 1920, 1922, 1930; L, 467-470). 

Belying its name, the Historical Compendium (Epitomé historf6n) by John Zonaras was 
an eighteen-book composition chronicling world events from the Creation to the year 1118 
(Jacobs, ed. 1970; L, 492-494). It was written around the middle of the twelfth century by a 
leammed monk who had access to sources that have since perished. The Chronicle of John 
Zonaras was translated into Slavic in the fourteenth century and became popular in Serbia 
before making its way to Rus’. It is assumed, in fact, that the translation was executed either 
in Serbia or in Bulgaria. The oldest Slavic manuscript of the chronicle, a fifteenth-century 
Serbian text, was destroyed in 1941 when the Belgrade National Library was hit by a bomb 
during a German air raid. 

Acontemporary of John Zonaras was Constantine Manasses, author of the Historical Sur- 
vey (S§nopsis historiké), which is remarkable for its being couched in Greek iambic de- 
cameter. Its Slavic translation (Dujéev, ed. 1963, Ku 193-196) was in prose and was made in 
Bulgaria during the rule of Tsar John Alexander (1331—1371).?%° This information is provided 
in a note found in the so-called Moscow Codex of 1345, which was also prepared under the 
patronage of John Alexander. In its Slavic version the Chronicle of Constantine Manasses 
was extended by a number of additions dealing with events of Bulgarian history. The Turk- 
ish occupation of the Balkans subjected the two oldest texts of the chronicle to an extended 
migration from their original home in Tarnovo, John Alexander’s capital. Sharing the fates 
of an early text of the treatise by the monk Khrabr (3.49), the Moscow Codex was first taken 


288. For the years 842-848 the Concise Chronicle was extended by the work of the tenth-century chronicler Symeon 
the Logothete. > ‘ 

289. The popularity of these translations in Rus’ and Serbia has prompted some scholars to claim that they were also 
executed there (MeSterskij 1978:70-79). : 

290. As such, it is beyond the chronological confines of this survey. Its popularity in Byzantine Slavdom, however, 
argues for its inclusion. 
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north across the Danube and then south to the Hilandar monastery on Mount Athos, where in 
1665 Arsenii Suxanov, an envoy of Patriarch Nikon, located it and brought it to Moscow. To- 
day it is kept in the State Historical Museum. The beautifully illuminated Vatican Codex was 
first moved to Dalmatia and at the end of the fifteenth century to the Vatican Library. 

Parts of chronicles and chronographs provided enough thematic unity to be excerpted. 
Such, for instance, was Book V of the Chronicle of John Malalas. It contained the history 
of the Trojan War (O trojanbskyixt vrémenaxs or Trojanpskaja déjanija) based on a semi- 
legendary tale ascribed to Dictys of Crete, who claimed to have accompanied the Cretan king 
Idomeneus to Troy: Similarly, a fictionalized history of Alexander the Great was excerpted 
from chronographs and is in fact referred to as the Chronograph Alexandreis to distinguish 
it from other and later biographies of Alexander. It is based on the Greek Romance of Alexan- 
der the Great, whose anonymous author was thought to have been the historian Callisthenes 
(hence its ascription to “Pseudo-Callisthenes”). As a tale straddling the genres of historical 
biography and adventure novel, it was very popular in the Middle Ages and was translated 
into many languages. A West European version of the story was the basis for a versified Czech 
Alexandreis whose earliest manuscript comes from the 1330s. 

It is also to a chronograph that we owe the preservation of a remarkable Slavic monument 
of pre-Slavic history, the List of Proto-Bulgarian Khans, containing the names of twelve 
Turkic rulers of Bulgaria from legendary times to 766. The List has survived in three sixteenth- 
century East Slavic codices of a chronograph compilation known as the Létopisbcb ellinbskyi 
i rimaskyi (L, 18-20).?9! The Slavic text of the List is either an eighth-century translation 
from Greek or an original composition of the ninth or tenth century. In either case, the orig- 
inal seems to have been compiled in Bulgaria. The List uses the original Turkic calendar, 
which, like the Chinese calendar, was based on the duodecimal cycle, with every year iden- 
tified by an animal designation (the year of the bear, the ox, the wolf, the rabbit, etc.). 


3.50.2. On the Jewish War by Josephus Flavius. Perhaps the most interesting of Slavic 
historical translations is the treatise On the Jewish War (Peri tot loudaikoii pélemou) by 
Josephus Flavius (37/38-ca. 100). As a member of a priestly Jewish family, Josephus was 
well versed in Jewish lore and law. When the insurrection against the Roman rule of Judea 
broke out in 66 Josephus joined it, but upon being captured he sided with the victorious Ro- 
mans and moved permanently to Rome, where he devoted himself to writing. His treatise, de- 
spite its pro-Roman slant, provides a reliable account of the conduct of the Roman campaign 
against the Jewish insurgents. Josephus’ treatise was translated in Rus’ from its Greek ver- 
sion not later than the twelfth century. The translation, known as O Ijudeiskoi voiné or O ra- 
zorenii lerusalima (Istrin, ed. 1934, MeSSerskij, ed. 1958; L, 214-215), is remarkable for its 
literary qualities and for the skill with which the anonymous translator adapted Josephus’ mat- 
ter-of-fact account to the literary sensibilities of the East Slavic reader. It has been noted, in 
fact, that the translation shows many stylistic affinities to several medieval East Slavic, mon- 
uments including the /gor Tale. The popularity of the Slavic version of the treatise is reflected 
in its thirty-five extant codices, unfortunately none of them earlier than the fifteenth century. 


3.50.3. Native chronicles. Habits of chronicle writing were not uniform across Slav- 
dom. The West Slavs joined the mainstream of medieval Western literature and produced 
works in Latin, such as the twelfth-century Czech Chronicle of Cosmas or Polish Chronicle 


291. The adjectives ellinsskyi and rimeskyi refer here to Ancient Greece and Byzantium respectively. 
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of Anonymous Gallus. The earliest South Slavic historical work was /storikii, a brief chro- 
nology of world events by Constantine of Preslav found in the twelfth-century East Slavic 
copy of his Homiliary Gospel (§ #118). The South Slavs, however, did not develop a native 
annalistic tradition. Among the East Slavs, by contrast, chronicle writing became one of the 
most popular literary genres. In fact, the skein of medieval East Slavic chronicles is com- 
posed of so many intricately interwoven strands that the task of disentangling them has 
proven to be inordinately complex. 

The main difficulty lies in the open-endedness of these texts, their characteristic hetero- 
geneity. Typically, a chronicle combined sections composed anew with sections compiled 
from other chronicles. Hence the composite nature of annalistic texts, which gave rise to the 
notion of a svod (or compilation) of a particular chronicle. The svody differed from one an- 
other because their compilers, undeterred by their monastic calling, were sensitive to local 
ideological and political issues and were eager to respond to them. A similar motivation was 
responsible for the frequent editing and altering of annalistic texts, a practice that yielded dif- 
ferent redactions (redakcii) of the same sved. In addition, chronicles could be classified into 
different recensions (izvody)*92 according to the different dialect features displayed by them. 
These complexities are compounded by the difficulty of éstablishing the chronological se- 
quence of texts emanating from many centers of annalistic writing, the habitual anonymity 
of the chroniclers, and the relative lateness of most extant codices. Little wonder that the 
problem of re-creating and classifying the genealogy of East Slavic chronicles has not been 
conclusively resolved. 

Still, some facts have been established and plausible hypotheses made to explain them. 
It was observed, for instance, that the oldest extant annalistic text, the Primary Chronicle 
(Naéalbnaja létopist), also known as the Tale of Bygone Years (Povésth vrémenbnyxb léts), 
is actually a compilation of two thematically distinct textual components brought together in 
the beginning of the twelfth century. In their attempts to identify and date these components, 
the Russian scholars Aleksej A. Saxmatov and Dmitrij S. Lixa¢ev determined that the seg- 
ment consisting of tales dealing with the introduction of Christianity in Rus’ goes back to the 
time of Yaroslav the Wise (1019-1054), while the segment concerned with the genesis of 
Rus’ statehood may be dated from the second half of the eleventh century. From these com- 
ponents Saxmatov reconstructed the primary svod compiled, according to him, toward the 
end of the eleventh century. In his view, the two oldest extant East Slavic annalistic svody, 
the Primary Chronicle and the First Novgorod Chronicle, compiled in the first half of the 
twelfth century, were based on different redactions of the primary svod. 

The Primary Chronicle (Adrianova-Peretc, ed. 1950, Cross/Sherbowitz-Wetzor, eds. 
1953, Saxmatov 1916; L ; 337-343), compiled as it was by the monk Nestor of the Kiev Caves 
Monastery, was executed according to the grand design consistent with the locally perceived 
role of Kiev as the cradle of Rus’ statehood, the “mother of all Rus’ cities.” The chronicle 
was extended by the biblical story of the initial distribution of races, as told by George the 
Monk (Hamartolus), and by Nestor’s own account of the initial settlement of Slavic tribes, 
including his “Danubian” theory of the original homeland of the Slavs (1.8). The chronicle 
reaffirmed the Scandinavian origins of the Rjurikovidi, the first ruling dynasty of Rus’, and 
extolled their virtues and power. As to its narrative style, much of the chronicle was couched 
in stately and formal Church Slavonic. ¢ 


292. In the Russian practice, the terms redakcija and izvod are often used interchangeably. 
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Novgorodian chronicle writing responded to an entirely different political agenda. Its 
concem was above all with the prosperity of Novgorod brought about by a vast network of 
the city’s commercial ties with both the West and the East and by its republican system of 
self-rule. Lacking the sweep and Byzantine grandiloquence of Kievan chronicle writing, the 
Novgorod annals were down-to-earth and matter-of-fact narratives. While reporting on the 
most important political events of the day, they also functioned as a kind of community 
gazette, with entries on the weather, the crops, disease, high prices, and tribute collection. 
The mundane interests of the Novgorod chronicles were reflected in their language, which 
was replete with regional dialect features. 

The earliest surviving East Slavic chronicle is the Synodal codex or the First Novgorod 
Chronicle of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, kept in the State Historical Museum in 
Moscow (Michell/Forbes, ed. 1914; Nasonov, ed. 1950, L, 245-247). The oldest extant text 
of the Primary Chronicle is in the Laurentian codex of 1377, copied by the monk Lavrentii 
for Grand Duke Dmitrii Konstantinovié of Suzdal (L, 241-245). About fifty years younger 
is the text of the Primary Chronicle in the Hypatian codex, a monument of Ruthenian redac- 
tion which belonged to the Hypatian Monastery in Kostroma (L, 235-241). The Laurentian 
codex is kept in the Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg, while the Hypatian 
codex is in the Academy of Sciences Library also in St. Petersburg.?? 


3.51. Legal texts. The formation of independent Slavic states was accompanied by a 
greater formalization’ of internal governance and international obligations. These included, 
first of all, the adoption of formal legal codes, the drafting of international treaties, and the 
promulgation of charters. 


3.51.1. Codes of laws. The work of the Byzantine mission in Moravia shows that the 
empire attached great importance, not only to the spread of Christianity, but also to the prop- 
agation of the Byzantine legal system. Thus, for Methodius, the translation of the Byzantine 
code of laws, the Nomocanon, merited the same degree of urgency as the translation of the 
basic religious texts.2% In the Vita Methodii 15, the Nomocanon is glossed as Zakonu pra- 
vilo (‘the rule of law’); in later Slavic translations and adaptations of Byzantine legal codes, 
however, the Church Slavonic term kraméaja kbniga (‘helmsman’s book’) was used. The 
earliest Byzantine Nomocanon, the so-called Gathering of Fifty Articles (Synagogé), goes 
back to the legal reforms of Emperor Justinian 1 (527-565) and was compiled by John 
Scholasticus, the future ecumenical patriarch (565-577). It is conjectured that a Slavic trans- 
lation of a ninth-century revision of the Nomocanon, attributed to Patriarch Photius, was ex- 
ecuted in Preslav during the rule of Tsar Symeon and that it spread from Bulgaria to Rus’. It 
is reflected in the East Slavic Efremovskaja korméaja of the twelfth century (Benegevic, 
ed. 1906, Undol’skij, ed. 1867; Ku 25-26, § #75). 

Another Slavic code of laws, the Zakonz sgdpnyi ljudemb (Commoners’ Code of Law), 
was a translation of the Byzantine Ecloga, compiled under Emperor Leo III (r. 717-740). 


293. For concise accounts of East Slavic chronicle writing, see Lixatev 1947, Lixatev, ed. 1989:69-109, Goldblatt 
1985; for particular chronicles, see Lixatev, ed., 1987:235-251 and 1989:26-69 and the Bibliography. The Novgorod 
chronicles were translated into English and provided with historical and textological introductions by Michell and Forbes 
(1914). An English transtation of the Primary Chronicle as it appears in the Laurentian codex was prepared in 1930 by 
S. H. Cross and revised in 1953 by O. P. Sherbowitz-Weizor. 

294. The Nomocanon was a Byzantine code of canonical laws (Greek kandnes) and of imperial edicts relating to 
church matters (Greek ndmoi ‘civil (originally, Solon’s] laws). 
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This code dealt primarily with matters of family and criminal law. Its oldest extant text is in 
the Ustjug korméaja from the end of the thirteenth century, preserved today in the State Pub- 
lic Library in Moscow (Dewey/Kleimola, eds. 1977; 5 #476). It was assumed at first that the 
Zakon» was translated in Bulgaria, but more recent investigations (especially by Josef VaSica) 
have suggested the possibility that the translation was executed in Moravia and that this code 
was in fact included in the Nomocanon mentioned in the Vita Methodii. At any rate, the Za- 
kon» incorporates Western legal concepts, and its text exhibits some West Slavic linguistic 
features. On the other hand, one cannot exclude the possibility that the Methodian text was 
a translation of the Synagogé as it appears in two East Slavic legal monuments, one of them 
being the Ustjug korméaja. 

The last Slavic revision of the Nomocanon was made in the beginning of the thirteenth 
century by St. Sava of Serbia. It included a translation of the Prdkheiron, a Byzantine civil 
code compiled in the late ninth century, along with the commentaries by John Zonaras. The 
oldest extant text of this code is the Nomocanon of 1262 copied in Bulgaria on the order of 
Despot Jakov Svetoslav for Cyril, the metropolitan of Kiev (1242-1282). Other thirteenth- 
century texts are in the East Slavic Novgorod korméaja of 1280, kept in the State Historical 
Museum in Moscow (5 #183), and the Rjazanskaja korméaja of 1284, preserved in the 
Saltykov-Séedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg (S #186). 

Specifically East Slavic was the Rus’ code of laws Pravada ruspskaja (Grekov, ed. 1940, 
1947), which is a compilation of native and Germanic legal customs. The code’s indepen- 
dence of Byzantine legal models is reflected in its terminology, which is virtually free of 
Church Slavonicisms. The Pravsda ruspskaja was first compiled during the rule of Prince 
Jaroslav the Wise (1016-1054). It has come down to us in two redactions, short and exten- 
sive. The extensive redaction, which is younger, exists in more than a hundred codices, the 
oldest of them being in the Novgorod korméaja of 1280. 

An important native collection of laws was the Cakavian Vinodol Law Code of 1288, 
known from its only fifteenth-century manuscript. It dealt primarily with criminal offenses. 
An English translation of excerpts of the code is given in Butler 1980. 


3.51.2. Treaties. The oldest recorded Slavic international treaties were concluded be- 
tween Rus’ and Byzantium. The Greek originals have not survived, but full texts of their 
Slavic translations are known from entries in the Primary Chronicle. The peace treaties of 
911 and 944 were signed in Constantinople, the former by the envoys of Oleg on the Rus’ 
side and of Emperor Leo VI, his brother Alexander, and his son Constantine Porphyrogeni- 
tus on the Byzantine side, the latter by the envoys of Igor and of Emperor Romanus 
Lecapenus, his son Stephen, and Constantine Porphyrogenitus. It is remarkable that all of the 
Rus’ signatories of these treaties bore purely Scandinavian names. The peace treaty of 971 
was signed in Silistria on the Danube by Svyatoslav and Emperor John Tzimiskes. 

Also preserved are texts of two East Slavic commercial treaties with Hanseatic ports, one 
of 1229 and one of 1262. The treaty of 1229 was concluded by the Smolensk prince Mstislav 
Davidovié with the city of Riga and the island of Gotland (Avanesov, ed. 1963:18-62, 
Obnorskij/Barxudarov 1952:44—50). The text of the treaty is remarkable for its Smolensk di- 
alectalisms and Germanisms. Especially striking is its incorisistent spelling of the vowels. 
The second treaty was concluded in 1262-1263 by Alexander Nevsky and the citizens of 
Novgorod with the city of Liibeck and the island of Gotland (Obnorskij/Barxudarov 
1952:51-52). The treaty of 1229 has been preserved in seven copies, of which two are con- 
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temporary with the original. The best of them (Copy A), along with the original of the treaty 
of 1262, are in the Central State Archive in Riga. 


3.51.3. Donation charters. The earliest mention of a donation charter is in the Primary 
Chronicle under the years 994-996, when Prince Vladimir bestowed a tithe of his property 
to the freshly built Kiev church, known since that time as the Tithe Church (Desjatinbnaja). 

The two earliest original charters to have survived are from Novgorod. The older is a 
grant of land and silver made around 1130 by the Kiev great prince Mstislav and his son 
Vsevolod to the Monastery of St. George (Yuryev) near Novgorod. It is written on parchment 
with gold lettering. The other charter is a grant of land, serfs, and cattle offered by a certain 
Varlaam to the Monastery of the Savior in Khutyn near Novgorod. The charter could date 
from 1192 (the commonly accepted date), when, according to the Novgorod chronicle, a Var- 
laam built a church in Khutyn, or from 1211, when he died. Both charters are free of Church 
Slavonicisms. The earlier one is almost faultless in its rendition of the weak jers and of 
the vowel jat’, while the later one is not. It also displays some Novgorod dialect features. 
Both charters are kept in the Novgorod Museum (Marks 1914, Obnorskij/Barxudarov 
1952:32-36). 

Several Bulgarian charters of the thirteenth century have also been preserved. The old- 
est is the donation charter of 1220 by Despot Alexis Slavus granting the village of Katu- 
nica to the Monastery of the Holy Mother of God Spileotisa in Melnik (Papadopoulos/ 
Vatopédinos 1933:1-6). The Bulgarian tsar John Asen II (r. 1218-1241) issued two charters 
soon after his victory over Epirus in the battle of Klokotnica (1230). One gave the village of 
Semalto to the Vatoped Monastery of the Holy Mother of God on Mount Athos, the other al- 
lowed the Dubrovnik merchants to trade freely in the Bulgarian lands (Ivanov 1930:578). 


3,52. Epistolary literature and correspondence. Citations of letters served a dual pur- 
pose in Slavic medieval monuments. They could be used as a literary device intended to re- 
inforce the immediacy and believability of the narrative or they could be a record of authen- 
tic historical documents. The former may be exemplified by the letter in which Prince 
Rostislav asked Emperor Michael III to send Byzantine missionaries to Moravia (Vita Con- 
stantini 14). An illustration of the latter is the bull from Pope Hadrian II recommending Me- 
thodius to Prince Kocel of Pannonia (Vita Methodii 8).295 Clearly fictional is the letter from 
Prince Vladimir Monomakh to Oleg Svyatoslavich, quoted along with Monomakh’s In- 
struction in the Laurentian codex of 1377. It portrays Monomakh as a zealously Christian 
and patriotic ruler who in the name of higher values is willing to forgive the death of his son 
Izyaslav on the battlefield. Equally belletristic appears to be the exchange of letters between 
Simon and Polycarp reported in the Kievan Caves Monastery Paterik. 

The only authentic example of early correspondence is provided by the remarkable dis- 
covery, primarily in Novgorod but also in Pskov and Smolensk, of the so-called birchbark 
gramoty. These strips of birchbark, with short texts scratched upon them with a stylus, have 
been coming to light since 1951 and now number in the thousands. They deal primarily with 
commercial and legal matters but on occasion contain personal messages. The oldest date 
from the eleventh century and thus constitute one of the earliest documentations of connected 
Slavic texts (Arcixovskij/Borkovskij, eds. 1958, Arcixovskij/Tixomirov 1953). 


295. A variant of the text of Pope Hadrian's bu!l may be found in the encomium of Constantine and Methodius (Florja 
1981:149). 
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been coming to light since 1951 and now number in the thousands. They deal primarily with 
commercial and legal matters but on occasion contain personal messages. The oldest date 
from the eleventh century and thus constitute one of the earliest documentations of connected 
Slavic texts (Arcixovskij/Borkovskij, eds. 1958, Arcixovskij/Tixomirov 1953). 

An example of this genre is the Novgorod birchbark gramota #109, from the tum of the 
twelfth century (App. D, Cyr. 7). According to its discoverer, Artemij V. Arcixovskij 
(1958:38-41), this gramota should be interpreted in the light of one of the laws of Pravda 
ruspskaja, whereby the original owner of a stolen and resold serf has the right to claim the 
serf and demand that the new owner indicate in a judicial confrontation (savody) from whom 
the stolen property was bought and provide a temporary replacement. Linguistically, gramota 
#109 is remarkably archaic. Except for the merger of é with e and the one-jer (2) orthogra- 
phy, all the expected East Slavic features are retained, notably the weak jers and ¢ where it 
is etymologically expected. Denasalized vowels are spelled as expected, with ¢ (A) and u 
(oy), except in vszalz, where instead of ¢ we find a (a). 


3.53. Epigraphic texts. Inscriptions and graffiti provide an important source of philo- 
logical and historical information. As expected, the most ancient among them are from the 
Balkans (Dobrev/Popkonstantinov 1985, GoSev 1961). 

An important source of Glagolitic inscriptions is the Round Church in Preslav 
(Medynceva/Popkonstantinov 1985, Popkonstantinov 1980), built during the reign of Tsar 
Symeon and excavated methodically since 1927, when it was discovered. Especially inter- 
esting is the Preslav Abecedarium, consisting of the first thirteen letters of the Glagolitic al- 
phabet (through &). There are also fragments of Glagolitic inscriptions in the Monastery of 
St. Naum on Lake Ohrid. 

A number of later Glagolitic inscriptions come from the Quarner region of Dalmatia 
(Fuéié, ed. 1971, 1982). The longest among them was discovered in the middle of the nine- 
teenth century in the Benedictine monastery of St. Lucia near the village of Baka on the 
North Adriatic island of Krk and is therefore known as the BaSka stone (Mohorovitié/Swréié 
1988; App. D, Glag. 4). The inscription, made in the beginning of the twelfth century, tells 
of a land grant by the Croatian king Zvonimir to the Church of St. Lucia. The thirteen lines 
of text represent a transitional style between rounded Glagolitic of the older Macedonian 
manuscripts and the newer angular writing typical of Croatia. The Baska stone is kept in the 
Croatian Academy of Sciences in Zagreb. Other Glagolitic inscriptions from northern Dal- 
matia come from the eleventh century. The oldest is the Slavo-Latin Valun inscription from 
the island of Cres. One should also mention two Istrian inscriptions, the incomplete Plomin 
inscription from the Church of St. George in Plomin and the Hum graffito from the Church 
of St. Jerome in Hum (App. D, Glag. 5). 

Balkan Cyrillic inscriptions are more numerous. Several short inscriptions of the ninth or 
tenth century are to be found alongside the Glagolitic ones in the Round Church in Preslav. 
In one of them, Paul Xartofylaks (Greek khartoph$laks ‘librarian’) takes credit for building 
the Church of St. John. Also from Preslav is Mostié’s inscription (App. D, Cyr. 1) found in 
1952 on the tombstone of one Mostié, identified as a érgubylja under the kings Symeon and 
his son Peter (r. 927-969). The inscription is thus one of the oldest monuments of Cyrillic 


296. Besides the Mostié inscription, the Turkic title boila or buila ‘nadie’ appears in Slavic as bylja ‘dignitary’ in the 
Codex Suprastiensis and in the Igor Tale in the phrase st Cernigovaskimi byljami ‘with the boyars of Cemigov’ (Malov 
1946, Ivanova 1955:62~63). 
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dated Old Church Slavonic text (its date of 6501 corresponds to our 992/993). Both the 
Mostié's and Samuel's inscriptions are now preserved in the National History Museum in 
Sofia. The Bitola inscription was made during the rule of Samuel's nephew, Tsar John 
Vladislav (r. 1015-1018), and commemorated the reconstruction of the Bitola castle and the 
Bulgarian military campaigns against Emperor Basil II. The stone onto which it was carved 
is badly damaged, for it was used for many centuries as a threshold in a mosque in the Mace- 
donian town of Bitola (Serbian Bitolj). The inscription was discovered in 1956 and is kept 
today in the National Museum of Bitola. The Temnié inscription is not dated, but its paleo- 
graphic features are similar to those of Mostic’s inscription and it may therefore come from 
the tenth or eleventh century at the latest (Stojanovié 1913). The inscription was found at the 
end of the nineteenth century in the village of Temnié, north of KruSevac in eastern Serbia, 
and is preserved in the National Museum in Belgrade. Several Cyrillic inscriptions were dis- 
covered in northern Dobruja, which used to belong to Greater Bulgaria. In 1950 an inscrip- 
tion containing the name Zupan Dimitrii was found. Although it is dated, the date is poorly 
legible and could be read as 6451 (942/943) or 6651 (1142/1143). Some scholars think that 
the later dating is more consistent with the graphic characteristics of the inscription. Other 
Dobruja inscriptions come from the environs of Constanza. 

Cyrillic inscriptions from Rus’ are more variegated than the ones from the Balkans 
(Karskij 1928:61-62, Kiparsky 1971:32-33, 38-39, Obnorskij/Barxudarov 1952:16, 35, 
Orlov 1952). The Gnezdovo inscription on an amphora (East Slavic kpréaga) is dated from 
the first quarter of the tenth century (Avdusin/Tixomirov 1950, Jakobson 1985, Schenker 
1989). It was found in 1949 in a burial mound of a large necropolis near the village of Gnez- 
dovo, west of Smolensk. The inscription consists of a sequence of seven or eight Cyrillic or 
Greek letters (the number depending on the reading) scratched on the surface of the vessel 
after it had been fired. Of the several readings offered, the one that appears most likely is 
gorunja or the feminine form of a possessive adjective derived from a personal name. An in- 
scription whose authenticity has been questioned by some scholars is the Tmutorokan’ in- 
scription, which contains one sentence saying that in 1068 Prince Gleb Svyatoslavich of Nov- 
gorod measured the distance across the frozen straits of Kerch. It is carved on a slab of marble 
and is kept in the Hermitage Museum in St. Petersburg. Testifying to the importance of Rus’ 
waterways is the Sterzh cross inscription, carved on a large stone cross found near the place 
where the upper Volga empties into Lake Sterzh. According to the inscription, the cross was 
set up by one Ivanko Pavlovit, who began to “dig up the river” on July 15, 1133. It is kept 
in the City Museum in Tver. The Drinking bowl inscription announces that the silver bowl 
on which it was made belonged to Prince Volodimir Davydovié. It also expressed the hope 
that anyone drinking from the bow! would do so in “good health.” Since Prince Vladimir of 
Chemigov died in 1151, the inscription had to be made before that date. The bowl with the 
inscription is kept in the Hermitage Museum. Efrosinija’s cross inscription was made in 1161 
on a wooden cross decorated with gold, silver, and pearls. The votive inscription on the cross 
says that Princess Efrosinija of Polock donated it to the Church of the Holy Savior in Polock. 

Brief Cyrillic inscriptions from Rus’ may be found on such objects as stone markers, 
walls, looms, vessels, articles of clothing, bindings, icons, knives, and coins. Some of them 
recorded the name of the maker of the object, preceded by the formulaic Gospodi pomo3t 
rabu tvoemu ... ‘Lord, help your servant...’ Many wall inscriptions, especially in stone 
churches, are of the graffito type. The earliest are from the cathedrals of St. Sophia in Kiev 
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(built in 1036) and in Novgorod. Especially interesting is an abecedarium, the so-called Sofij- 
skaja azbuka, whose discovery in 1969 on the wall of the Kiev cathedral led some scholars 
to speculations on the existence in Rus’ of a Greek-based Slavic alphabet before the intro- 
duction of either Glagolitic or Cyrillic (3.9). Occasionally an inscription may be dated by ref- 
erence to another monument. Thus, the approximate date of the inscription in the Cathedral 
of St. Sophia in Kiev marking the death of Bishop Luka Belogorodskij may be inferred from 
a note in the chronicles that mentions the bishop under the year 1089 (Vysockij 1966). Ex- 
ceptional in Rus’ are the Glagolitic graffiti from the eleventh and twelfth centuries found on 
the walls of the Church of St. Sophia in Novgorod. 


3.54, Glosses. Glosses are marginal or interlinear notes or comments added to the main 
text of amonument, often non-Slavic, by scribes or readers. Of South Slavic glosses the great- 
est interest is evoked by those in two abecedaria. The Paris (Bulgarian) Abecedarium (Kopi- 
tar 1836) contains the Glagolitic alphabet inscribed in the eleventh or twelfth century into a 
Latin manuscript that is approximately a hundred years older. The manuscript used to be kept 
in the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris but is now lost. Each letter of the alphabet is identified 
by its Slavic name written in Latin. The Munich Abecedarium (Trubetzkoy 1930) is also to 
be found in a Latin manuscript from about the tenth century. Its Cyrillic and Glagolitic al- 
phabets each containing thirty-eight letters date from the twelfth century. Both abecedaria are 
reproduced and discussed in Mare$ 1971:154—159; see also Vajs 1932:134.297 

Some texts have marginal notes made by users, such as the touching addition to folio 19 v 
of the Codex Suprasliensis containing a fragment of John Chrysostom’s homily on the rais- 
ing of Lazarus: 


ru nome g(ospod)i pomo Lord, help 

ZW paby zi rabu [your] servant, 
AMoCyoYe amosuo uo?98 Amos. I am 

vio CA MHA éju se pisa learning how to 
TH ti write. 


An East Slavic manuscript of the Bulgarian translation of the Chronicle of George the 
Monk (3.50.1) was glossed, not only to explain Greek words—for instance, dokith rekSe jako 
kopije ‘dokftés, that is, a javelin’—but also to interpret the Bulgarianisms that were not read- 
ily understandable to East Slavic readers, such as sedmics rekSe nedéli naSbsky ‘a week, that 
is nedélja in our language’. East Slavic glosses often contained penitent scribal remarks of 
the type Gospodi pomo3i nedostoinumu rabu svoemu .. .‘O Lord, help your unworthy ser- 
vant [(name]’ or Gospodi prosti gréSbnago i ubogago raba svoego .. . ‘Forgive, o Lord, your 
sinful and wretched servant [name]’. Such, for instance, are the glosses in the Novgorod 
Menaea of 1095-1097 (3.41.5). 

The oldest West Slavic glosses are found in medieval Hebrew texts from northern France 
and the Rhineland (KupferfLewicki 1956:21-31, 87-95, 101-123, 176-195). From the 
eleventh century come Slavic glosses in the Mainz commentary to the Talmud by Rabbi 


297. Fora survey of early Slavic abecedaria (with an extensive bibliography), see B. Veléeva's entry in Dinckov, ed. 
1985:20-26. 
298. With a reversal of o and u in the spelling for /u/. . 
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Solomon ben Isaac (Rashi) of Troyes. There are more Slavic glosses in the writings of the 
twelfth-century rabbi Joseph Kara from northem France and the thirteenth-century scholar 
Abraham ben Asriel from Bohemia. They testify to the knowledge of Slavic (in medieval 
Hebrew referred to as Canaanitic) among the Jewish merchants operating between Western 
Europe and such Slavic trading centers as Prague, Cracow, or Kiev.29 

Other important West Slavic glosses occur in Latin documents. One hundred twenty-two 
glosses from the eleventh century are found in a Latin Bible from northern France. They ex- 
hibit Church Slavonic and Czech linguistic features, which point to their Bohemian origin. 
Since this Bible is preserved in the Austrian State Library in Vienna, the glosses are known in 
scholarship as the Vienna glosses (Jagié 1903). Also from the eleventh-century are the Czech 
Gregorian glosses (Mare&, ed. 1979:213-216) in the text of the dialogues (besédy) of Pope 
Gregory the Great. Some of these glosses show traces of having been lifted from a Church 
Slavonic translation of the dialogues; for example, Latin mactaverunt is glossed with Church 
Slavonic izbisg instead of the expected Old Czech zbichu, Latin subsistit is glossed with 
Church Slavonic stojal by rather than Old Czech stdi by. Among the Gregorian glosses there 
is the oldest recorded Czech clause, [mysl] I uta ote vznesenia nadutia otdu, translating Latin 
mens effera ab elationis fastu detumuit ‘wild thought swelled from arrogance of haughtiness’ 
(FlajShans 1924:129--130). There are also numerous Czech glosses in the Prague copy of the 
Mater Verborum (or Glossae Salomonis). The manuscript, preserved in the National Museum 
in Prague, is a twelfth- or thirteenth-century copy of an encyclopedic dictionary compiled at 
the end of the ninth century by Salomon, the abbot of the Swiss monastery of St. Gallen. 

The best-known Old Polish glosses are to the 103 Latin sermons contained in a codex 
that includes the ten Polish Gniezno sermons (3.44). Most of the Latin sermons are supplied 
with Polish glosses translating individual Latin expressions and sentences, and even entire 
texts (as is the case with the sermon on St. Paul). 


3.55. Place and personal names. Slavic place and personal names mentioned in vari- 
ous medieval non-Slavic documents, such as Latin or German chronicles, royal or princely 
charters, and papal bulls, offer valuable linguistic information, especially in the areas of 
phonology and word formation. 

The most important Greek source of Slavic place and personal names is in the writings 
of Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus (944-959), especially his De administrando impe- 
rio. Particularly valuable for linguistic history is his bilingual Scandinavian-Slavic list of 
names of the Dnieper rapids (Shevelov 1955, Tolkatev 1962) and his transcription of the 
name of the Serbian prince Motimirs as Mountiméros, showing that in this dialect PS]. g@ was 
still nasalized but already raised to 4. 

Among glossed Latin monuments one should cite the so-called Gospel of Cividale (Codex 
Aquileiensis), a sixth-century evangeliary originally kept in one of the Aquileian monaster- 
ies. On its margins there are more than 350 Slavic signatures entered during the ninth cen- 
tury by distinguished visitors to the monastery, either in person or by proxy. Though difficult 
to interpret linguistically, some of these signatures display Central and South Slavic dialect 
features (Cronia 1952). 

299. The term Canaanitic appears to be a toan translation of medieval Latin sclavus *slave* derived from the Slavic 


ethnic self-designation. Medieval Hebrew ‘ebed Kana‘an (Kena‘an) ‘non-Jewish slave’ referred to the indigenous inhab- 
itants of Canaan (the Biblical ‘Promised Land’) conquered by Israelite colonizers (Kupfer/Lewicki, eds. 1956:28-30). 
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Although technically not Slavic, the Cyrillic Signature of Anna, daughter of Great Prince 
Yaroslav the Wise of Kiev and widow of the French king Henri I, is of interest as a linguis- 
tic curiosity (Obnorskij/Barxudarov 1952:16). In 1063, acting on behalf of her eleven-year- 
old son Philippe I, Anna placed her signature under a Latin charter for the monastery in Sois- 
sons, rendering Old French Anna reina ‘Queen Anna’ with Cyrillic ava punna. 

Onomastic data are especially important for the countries of Roman Slavdom, which be- 
cause of their cultural Latinization did not produce early texts in the vernacular. Their pri- 
mary source is various Latin chronicles, mainly of German provenience. The Annals of Fulda 
record historical events from 830 to 901 in the eastern part of the Carolingian state and con- 
tain onomastic data from all of Slavdom but particularly from the Moravian state. Many 
names of West Slavic tribes are contained in the anonymous Bavarian Geographer, an East 
Frankish description of the territories north of the Danube, compiled in the ninth century. The 
Thietmar Chronicle of the Saxon kings, written by Bishop Thietmar of Merseburg between 
1012 and 1018, provides especially valuable information on the phonologies of the Sorbian 
dialects spoken on German territory (Stieber 1979:50). Even more linguistic data are to be 
found in the Helmold Chronicle of the twelfth century, which is concerned mainly with the 
Lechitic Slavs settled in the lower basins of the Elbe and Oder rivers. Specifically Czech 
names occur in the oldest Latin legends of the Czech saints Vaclav, Vojtéch (Adalbert), Lud- 
mila, and Prokop. Thus, in the legend of the martyred and sainted Czech prince Vaclav writ- 
ten in the second half of the tenth century by Gumpold, the form Venceslaus is still uncon- 
tracted and the nasal ¢ is still perceived (< *Ver'eslavz, cf. German Wenzel.) Some four 
hundred Czech names occur in the Latin Chronicle of Cosmas of the mid-twelfth century. 

Rich Old Czech and Old Slovak materials may be found in Latin charters. The founda- 
tion charter for the Cathedral of St. Stephen in the northem Bohemian town of Litoméfice, 
while not the oldest (ca. 1055-60), is the best known, for in addition to a large number of 
place and personal names it contains the oldest (thirteenth-century) full Czech sentence 
(Porék 1979:31).300 Slovak donation charters, cited and discussed by Jan Stanislav 
(1957:93-118), include a charter for the Veszprém VOlgy convent issued by the Hungarian 
king Stephen I and ratified by Coloman in 1109, two charters for the Zobor abbey from 1111 
and 1113, one for the Bakonybéla abbey of 1131, one for the parish of DomOs of 1138, and 
one for the Cathedral of Esztergom of 1156. 

From approximately the same time comes the most important monument of Old Polish, 
the Papal Bull of 1136 (Taszycki 1975:3-36), issued by Pope Innocent II to the archbishopric 
of Gniezno. The bull contains more than four hundred place and personal names which, de- 
spite their awkward Latin spelling, provide invaluable information on Old Polish phonology 
and derivational morphology. Several geographic names were mentioned in the oldest Pol- 
ish document, the so-called Dagome iudex, sent by Prince Mieszko I (d. 992) to the papal 
see. The document itself is lost, but copies of its twelfth-century summaries have survived. 
An intriguing testimony to the knowledge of Slavic among Jewish mint masters employed at 
Polish princely courts in the twelfth century's provided by several Hebrew inscriptions on 
Polish bracteates. One of them bears the words MSko krl plsk {[Mieszko krol Polski] ‘Mieszko 
king of Poland’ (Balaban 1925, 2:329).20" a 


300. The sentence as well as its transcription and translation are given in 3.7. 

301. This isa reference to Prince Mieszko ITI Stary (1127-1202), who, without actually being crowned king of Poland, 
used the title dux rotius Poloniae. The royal aspirations of Mieszko Ill are corroborated by the Jewish merchant Yitshak 
ben Dorbalo, who referred to Mieszko’s Poland by the Hebrew term matkut ‘kingdom’ (Kupfer/Lewicki 1956:155). 


APPENDIX A: 
THE RISE OF SLAVIC 
PHILOLOGY 


Philology is a study of language in the broadest sense of the word. It encompasses the struc- 
ture and history of language, the relations of languages to each other, and the study of texts, 
that is, of language as it manifests itself in writing.>°? Thus defined, philology is a creature 
of the modern era. It is in fact barely three centuries old, bégotten by the Enlightenment, with 
its belief in reason and interest in causality, and by Romanticism, with its fascination with 
history folklore, and national identity. 


Linguistic investigations. This is not to say that languages were not studied before the 
eighteenth century. Grammars were written in ancient India, Greece, and Rome, philologi- 
cal investigations were undertaken in medieval Araby, and classical languages were the ob- 
ject of scholarly study during the Renaissance. Some of these works achieved such a degree 
of sophistication that their formulations are still of interest to modern scholarship—for in- 
stance, the Sanskrit grammar by Panini, an Indian grammarian who lived in the fourth cen- 
tury B.c., or the concise grammar of Greek by Dionysius Thrax, a Greek grammarian of the 
second century B.c. Unlike their modern counterparts, however, most pre-Enlightenment 
linguistic investigations did not approach the description of language as an aim in itself. Some 
of them were undertaken in order to safeguard the purity of the ritualistically sanctified lan- 
guage against the encroachment of lay vernaculars. Some had specifically philosophical con- 
cerns and examined the essence of the relation between a word and its referent and delved 
into the nature of the universals. Some took upon themselves the didactic aim of presenting 
the classical languages as examples of logic and models of precision. Their aims were de- 
scriptive rather than historical, and their treatment of the subject was atomistic rather than 
systemic. It was not until the advent of the modern period that language became the object 
of investigation for its own sake and linguistics became legitimized as an independent branch 
of learning. Only then did serious attention begin to be paid to the internal mechanics of lan- 
guage, its systemic nature as well as its external connections, either on the vertical axis of 
change and development, which gave rise to historical linguistics, or on the horizontal plane 
of relations among languages, which led to the formulation of the comparative method and 
to the fusion of the two axes in comparative-historical grammar. 


302. This sketch is limited thematically and chronologically. It does not deal with the formation and development of 
individual standard languages, nor does it extend beyond the formative years of Slavic philology, that is, beyond the be- 
ginning of the twentieth century. For the more recent periods, see the histories of Slavic philology listed in the Bibliog- 
raphy, especially Suprun and Kaljuta 1981. 
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The difference in kind between the descriptive pursuits of old and the realization that lan- 
guages had a temporal dimension and spatial connections may account for the fact that nei- 
ther of the two precursors of the new field of scholarly inquiry was a grammarian.°°3 One 
was Gottfried von Leibniz (1646-1716), a German mathematician with broad ethnological 
interests which led him to the examination of a number of languages of Europe and Asia.°™ 
Noting various similarities among these languages, Leibniz surmised that they were indica- 
tive of genetic affinity. The other was Sir William Jones (1746-1794), a British jurist who 
managed to combine his official duties as a judge in Calcutta with serious study of Sanskrit. 
Jones was struck by the similarity of Sanskrit to Greek and Latin and concluded that “no 
philologer could examine them all three without believing them to have sprung from some 
common source which perhaps no longer exists.” Jones made this pronouncement in a lec- 
ture delivered in 1786 before the Asiatic Society in London as part of a broader hypothesis 
in which Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, Old Persian, Gothic, and Celtic were all deemed to have been 
descended from a common ancestor. This insight became the cornerstone of Indo-European 
historical linguistics, a field that was to come into full bloom in the nineteenth century in the 
works of the Danish scholar Rasmus Kristian Rask (1787-1832) and two German scholars, 
Jacob Grimm (1785-1863)2°5 and Franz Bopp (1791-1867). It was also in the nineteenth 
century that Slavic philology, along with other Indo-European philologies, came into being. 

The formative period of Slavic philology bore the imprint of Romanticism, in particular 
of its philosophy of language as expounded in the writings of the German philosophers Jo- 
hann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) and Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835). They found 
in language the essence of the national psyche and ascribed to it the mystique and the pow- 
ers of a spiritual fetish. Language was equated with national identity, and its study became a 
tool in the search for national consciousness and, ultimately, national autonomy. The first 
Slavic philologists had access to a very limited corpus of data as compared with our present 
knowledge of Slavic antiquities. The great majority of ancient Slavic texts had not yet been 
discovered?” the confines of Old Church Slavonic had not yet been determined, and the 


303. One should remember, however, the achievements of the Age of Reason in the realm of “pure” grammar. Among 
the most important was the Port Roya! grammar of French, so known because of the abbey of Port-Royal-des-Champs, 
near Versailles, where it was developed and published in 1660. Though firmly rooted in the classical heritage and 
schematic in its descriptive techniques, the Port Roya! grammar aimed to live up to the program announced in its title: 
“General and reasoned grammar containing the foundations of the art of speaking explained in a clear and natural man- 
ner. Reasons for what is common to all languages and main differences among them: many new observations on the French 
language.” The Port Royal grammar, with its concem for “what is common to all languages,” is sometimes credited with 
laying the philosophical foundation for the “deep structure” dimension of the generative grammar, 

304. Leibniz contributed directly to Slavic linguistics by publishing two Polabian texts, an anonymous glossary of 
137 words and severa! short religious passages, including the Lord’s Prayer. 

305. Otherwise known for the collection of fairy tales that he and his brother Wilhelm compiled. 

306. A curious chapter in the history of Slavic “philology” was written in the seventeenth century by the linguisti- 
cally gifted Croatian priest Juraj Krizani¢ (1617-1683), whose Pan-Slavist ideas prompted him to travel throughout the 
Slavic lands and learn a number of Slavic languages. While visiting Russia, he was accused of spreading Papist propa- 
ganda and deported to Siberia, where he remained for fifteen years (1661-1675). During that time KriZanié wrote a gram- 
mar of “Russian,” which was in fact an idiosyncratic mixture of East Slavic and Croatian in a stillborn attempt to ino- 
duce an artificial Slavic lingua franca. Despite its unrealistic goals KriZanié’s grammar contains perceptive observations 
on a variety of Slavic linguistic topics. KriZanié died while serving in the armies of the Polish king Jan III Sobieski dur- 
ing the 1683 defense of Vienna against the Ottoman Turks. 

307. The most productive period in this respect was the mid-ninetenth century, when a number of Old Church Slavonic 
codices came to light (Zographensis in 1843, Marianus in 1845, Psalterium Sinaiticum and Euchologium Sinaiticum in 
1850, and the Prague Fragments in 1855). 
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Glagolitic alphabet was known chiefly from late Croatian texts. This makes the achievements 
of early Slavic philology appear all the more admirable.°°% 

It is a remarkable happenstance that the first three major Slavists hailed from three dif- 
ferent Slavic nations representing the three principal linguistic branches of Slavic—the south, 
the west, and the east. The most versatile among them was the Czech Josef Dobrovsky 
(1753-1829) whose interests included practically every branch of the humanities. In his early 
work on the history of Czech, Geschichte der bohmischen Sprache und Literatur (1792), and 
especially in his later compendium of Church Slavonic bearing the awe-inspiring title /nsti- 
tutiones linguae slavicae dialecti veteris, quae quum apud Russos, Serbos, aliosque ritus 
graeci, tum apud Dalmatas glagolitas ritus latini Slavos in libris sacris obtinet (1822), Do- 
brovsky established a number of fundamental facts of Slavic comparative phonology and 
morphology, including such phenomena as the prothesis of vowels, the metathesis of vow- 
els and liquid sonants, and the palatalization of consonants. Dobrovsk¥’s broad scholarly in- 
terests provided Slavic philology with a research agenda for years to come. His linguistic in- 
vestigations were accompanied by studies in Slavic history and prehistory (including the 
problem of the primordial habitat of the Slavs), the activities of Constantine and Methodius, 
the early Slavic alphabets and texts, and the spread of Slavic church services to such Latin- 
dominated lands as Bohemia. Dobrovsk#’s follower and collaborator was the Slovene Jernej 
Bartolomej Kopitar (1780-1844). Kopitar wrote the first grammar of his native Slovenian 
(1808-1809) and in 1836 edited and published in Vienna the Trent portion of the Glagolita 
Clozianus with discussions of other Old Church Slavonic texts and a sketch of Old Church 
Slavonic grammar. Kopitar’s work on the Freising Fragments gave rise to his theory of the 
Pannonian origins of Old Church Slavonic. The third of the “founding fathers” of Slavic 
philology was the Russian Aleksandr X. Vostokov (1781-1864), author of Rassuzdenie o 
slavjanskom jazyke (1820), in which he used phonetic correspondences to determine affini- 
ties among the Slavic languages.>°? He lay the groundwork for Slavic textual investigations 
with an exemplary edition of Ostromir’s Evangeliary (1843), a work that has retained its 
scholarly value to this day. Also of lasting importance is Vostokov’s description of the col- 
lections of Russian and Slavic manuscripts in the Rumjancev Museum (the Russian State Li- 
brary) in Moscow (1842). 

The activities of Dobrovsk¥ and Kopitar established the universities of Prague and Vi- 
enna as the principal centers of Slavic philology and as the natural breeding grounds for the 
next generation of Slavists. With Austria-Hungary incorporating Croatia, Slovenia, Slovakia, 
Moravia, and Bohemia, as well as Polish and Ukrainian Galicia, Vienna, which was the em- 
pire’s capital, and Prague, which was its major Slavic city, became virtual laboratories for 
the nascent Slavic studies. Prague, with its desire for Czech national rebirth and dreams of 
pan-Slavic cultural cooperation,>'° held a particular attraction for the Slavs coming from var- 


308. The thematic confines of this book dictate the exclusion of treatments of individual Slavic languages, such as 
those of Czech by Jan Hus (1371-1415), Polish by Jakub Parkoszowic (first half of the fifteenth century), and Russian by 
Heinrich Wilhelm Ludolf (1655-1712) and Mixail V. Lomonosov (1711-1765). Similarly excluded are discussions of 
Church Slavonic grammars and dictionaries such as those by the Ukrainian Meletij Smotryc’kyj (ca. 1578-1633) or the 
Swede Joannes Sparwenfeit (1655-1727), as well as collections of folkloristic texts such as those by the Serb Vuk Karad2ié 
(1787-1864) or the Russian Aleksandr F. Gil'ferding (1832-1872). ; , 

309. Among his phonological contributions is the determination that Old Church Slavonic # and a were nasal vowels. 

310. Czech vzdjemnost ‘reciprocity’, a term devised by the Slovak writer and literary historian Jén Kollér 
(1793-1852). 


244 - APPENDIX A: THE RISE OF SLAVIC PHILOLOGY 


ious parts of the empire. It was at the University of Prague that the Slovak Pavel Josef Safattk 
(1795-1861) worked first as the librarian and later as professor of Slavic studies. His varie- 
gated scholarly interests included early Slavic history (Slovanské staroZitnosti, 1836-1837), 
folklore (Slavische Volkskunde, 1842), and language (Geschichte der slawischen Sprache 
und Literatur nach allen Mundarten, 1826). Upon the 1855 discovery of the Glagolitic 
Prague Fragments, Safatik, in his “Uber den Ursprung und die Heimat des Glagolismus” 
(1857), became the first scholar to come out decisively in favor of Glagolitic over Cyrillic in 
the spirited debate over the primacy of the two early Slavic alphabets. 

Another illustrious scholar whose career was for a time connected with the University of 
Prague was the German linguist August Schleicher (1821-1868). Schleicher’s name is asso- 
ciated primarily with the first clear and consistent formulation of the comparative method in 
linguistic investigations. A convinced Darwinian, he is credited in particular with the intro- 
duction of the biological “family tree” approach to the description of the evolution of related 
languages. He applied that model in his Compendium der vergleichenden Grammatik der 
Indo-Germanischen Sprachen (1861-1862), an overview of the development of the Indo- 
European family of languages and a reconstruction of its ultimate Proto-Indo-European 
source. Schleicher contributed significantly to Slavic historical linguistics by noting the close 
kinship of Slavic with Baltic and of Balto-Slavic with Germanic. His most important publi- 
cations dealing with Baltic and Slavic include Handbuch der litauischen Sprache (1856— 
1857), Formenlehre der kircheslavischen Sprache (1852), and Laut- und Formenlehre der 
polabischen Sprache (1871). 

The University of Vienna was especially fortunate in its selection of incumbents for the 
chair in Slavic philology. Kopitar’s tenure there was followed by that of another Slovene, 
Franz Miklosich (1813-1891), who emerged as the leading Slavist of the nineteenth century, 
author of several fundamental linguistic works, including the four-volume Vergleichende 
Grammatik der slavischen Sprachen (1852-1875), Etymologisches Wérterbuch der slavi- 
schen Sprachen (1886), Formentehre der altslovenischen Sprache (1850),>"' and the rich 
Lexicon palaeoslovenico-graeco-latinum (1862-1865). He also dealt in his writings with a 
number of lexical topics, such as loan words and specialized terminology. Miklosich’s most 
successful student was the Croat Vatroslav Jagié (1838-1923), who occupied chairs in Slavic 
philology in Berlin and St. Petersburg (1880—-1886)3'? and who eventually succeeded his 
mentor in Vienna. Jagié was not only an astonishingly versatile and productive scholar but 
also an energetic teacher and organizer of research. He founded and edited the first interna- 
tional journal devoted to Slavic philology (Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, Berlin) and or- 
ganized in St. Peterburg an ambitious series of monographic philological studies under the 
title Enciklopedija slavjanskoj filologii. 

It would seem natural for Russia to show an early interest in Slavic philology. It was, af- 
ter all, the only powerful independent Slavic country.>!3 In addition to ethnically Russian 
lands, it included Ukrainian and Belorussian territories and showed a lively political, cul- 
tural, and religious interest in the Slavic lands of the Ottoman-held regions of the Balkans, 
principally Orthodox Serbia and Bulgaria but also Bosnia and Hercegovina, which had a 


314. Miklosich followed his teacher Kopitar in considering Old Church Slavonic to be of Pannonian (Slovenian) origin. 

312, Vatrosiav Jagié worked and published in Russia using the first name Ignatij. In adopting this name he played on 
the semantic correspondence between Slavic vaira ‘fire’ and Latin ignis ‘fire’ (hence Latin /gnatius). 

313. The only other independent Slavic country at that time was Montenegro. 
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mixed Moslem and Orthodox population.?'* Yet in the first half of the nineteenth century Rus- 
sian universities lagged behind their Western counterparts in the promotion of Slavic stud- 
ies.>'5 In fact, with the exception of Vladimir I. Lamanskij (1833-1914), who pioneered 
Slavic historical and ethnographic investigations in Russia, it was not until the last quarter of 
the nineteenth century that Russian Slavic studies joined the mainstream of Western scholar- 
ship, marked at that time by the advent of the neogrammarian school in historical linguistics. 

The neogrammarians were a group of predominantly German Indo-Europeanists who 
were active in the 1870s in the universities of Leipzig and Jena. Confident that their discov- 
eries in the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European heralded the transformation of the com- 
parative-historical method into an exact science, the neogrammarians proclaimed the princi- 
ple of regularity of phonetic change. They assumed that phonetic laws have no exceptions 
and that apparent counterexamples are due either to faulty formulation of the law or to lin- 
guistic analogy.*!© The most prominent neogrammarians were Karl Brugmann (1849-1919) 
and Bertold Delbriick (1842-1922), co-authors of the five-volume Grundriss der vergleich- 
enden Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen; the Slavist August Leskien (1840-1916), 
whose grammar of Old Church Slavonic, Handbuch der altbulgarischen Sprache (1871), is 
still in use; and Hermann Paul (1846-1921), who laid ‘the theoretical foundations of the 
neogrammarian school in his Prinzipien der Sprachgeshichte (1880). Belonging to this group 
of German scholars were the American Sanskritist William Dwight Whitney (1827-1894) 
and the Danish Germanist Karl Wermer (1846-1896), who showed that the apparent excep- 
tions to Grimm's Law may be explained by the place of word stress (ictus) in Proto-Indo- 
European. 

Some of the most important discoveries in the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European as 
well as of Proto-Slavic were made by linguists who adopted the basic tenets of the neogram- 
marian school. Among the Indo-Europeanists whose work dealt extensively with Slavic, four 
names stand out: Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913), a Swiss linguist, author of the pio- 
neering Mémoires sur le systéme primitif des voyelles dans les langues indo-européennes 
(1878), a work whose very title portends the development of Saussure’s later views on lan- 
guage as a structured system; the Frenchman Antoine Meillet (1866-1936), author of Intro- 
duction al’ étude comparative des langues indo-europeénnes (1903) and of Le slave commun 
(1924), which in its version revised by André Vaillant (1934) is still one of the main hand- 
books of Proto-Slavic; the Russian Filipp F. Fortunatov (1848-1914), founder of the Moscow 
school of linguistics, whose name is linked with that of Saussure in a phonetic law explain- 


314, Serbia won its independence from the Oitoman empire in 1830 as did Bulgaria in 1878. Also in 1878 Bosnia and 
Hercegovina passed under the administrative contro! of Austria-Hungary. 

315. These strictures do not apply to specifically Russian studies, which developed well since the days of M. V. 
Lomonosov (1711-1765). Among the more interesting Russianists of the mid-nineteenth century were G. P. Pavskij 
(1787-1863), I. I. Sreznevskij (1812-1880), K. S. Aksakov (1817-1860), F. I. Buslaev (1818-1897), and N. P. Nekrasov 
(1828-1908). Methodologically interesting are the works of the Ukrainian Oleksandr Potebnja (1835-1891), who wrote 
on topics in general linguistics and literary theory. Earlier on, the activities of Admiral Alexander S. Sigkov (1754-1841) 
provided a distinctive chapter in the history of Slavic studies‘in Russia. An accomplished writer of Slavophile persuasion, 
Sikkov served in various govemment capacities under the tsars Alexander | and Nicholas I, including a brief stint as min- 
ister of education (1824-1828) and a longer tenure as president of the Russian Academy (1813-1841). His conservative 
views prompted him to consider Church Slavonic the only proper lexical base of literary Russian and to oppose the im- 
portation of Western Stavists to Russian university posts. 

316. Thus, the Proto-Slavic second palatalization of velars (2.24) would demand that the dative singular of Russian 
ruké ‘hand’ be *rucé. The form ruké, which we find there instead, is to be explained by analogical pressure exerted by the 
other case forms in the paradigm of rukd. 
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ing stress alternation between the root and the desinence in Lithuanian and Slavic; the Pole 
Jan Rozwadowski (1867-1935), a general linguist who specialized in morphological deriva- 
tion and semantics but also contributed significantly to Slavic accentology*'? and onomastics. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century, the neogrammarian model became the norm 
in historical lingustics. In addition to Meillet, for whom it was always a vital resource, there 
were many other Slavists whose work betrayed a greater or lesser degree of reliance on the 
neogrammarian approach to the history of language. Best known among them were the Czech 
Vaclav Vondrék (1859-1925), whose two-volume Vergleichende slavische Grammatik 
(1906-1908) is especially valued for its detailed syntactic component; the Finn Josef Mikkola 
(1866-1946), author of the important, though unfinished, Urslavische Grammatik (1913, 
1942, 1950); the Serb Aleksandar Belié (1876-1960), whose main contributions to Proto- 
Slavic were in the area of accentology and morphology; the Slovene Rajko Nahtigal 
(1877-1958), whose clear and concise Slovanski jeziki (2nd ed. 1952) merited translations 
into Russian and German; the Dutchman Nicolaas van Wijk (1880-1941), who in 1937 pub- 
lished a series of five articles on the history and typology of Slavic (reissued in 1956 as Les 
langues slaves: de I’ unité d la pluralité), and the Russian Afanasij M. Selistev (1886-1942), 
author of Vvedenie v sravnitel’ nuju grammatiku slavjanskix jazykov (1914). 

The neogrammarians scored their greatest successes in historical linguistics. Indeed, the 
comparative method which they introduced is, in a modified form, still fruitfully employed 
in historical research. Yet, for all the meticulous investigations of data culled from a variety 
of related languages, the neogrammarians failed to realize that language is not a sum of 
loosely connected parts but a system of structurally and functionally linked elements. To be 
sure, they had to operate with some elements of the systemic view of language. These were 
present, for instance, in the formulation of Grimm’s Law, which describes the development 
of stops, that is, of a formally defined subset of Proto-Indo-European sounds. Likewise, the 
operation of grammatical analogy presupposes the recognition of systemic structures (para- 
digms) because the form affected by analogy must be functionally similar to its model. It was 
not until the end of the nineteenth century, however, that there developed the view that lan- 
guage is a coherent system of elements which, though endowed with their own forms and 
their own functions, are so closely interconnected and interdependent that a change in the 
status of any of them entails a change in the system itself. This insight made scholars realize 
the importance of discovering and describing linguistic structures, an approach that has char- 
acterized linguistic research during the better part of the twentieth century. It has come to be 
known as structuralism. 

Structuralist principles were first formulated in 1916 in the posthumously published 
Cours de linguistique générale by Ferdinand de Saussure. Of all the distinctions introduced 
by Saussure, the dichotomy of synchrony versus diachrony is of particular interest for his- 
torical investigations. Synchrony is concerned with the state of language at a particular mo- 
ment; it provides a “horizontal” dissection of language, a single stage frozen in time. Di- 
achrony, by contrast, deals with the evolution of language in time; it produces a “vertical” 
dissection, which reveals two or more stages in the development of language. The coexis- 
tence of the synchronic and diachronic axes lends language its dynamic aspect. 

Saussure’s views on the development of Indo-European have a direct bearing on the 
phonological structure of Early Proto-Slavic. Especially important was his novel approach 


317. The term neoacute for the new rising pitch is of his coinage (2.31). 
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to the system of Proto-Indo-European vowels (the laryngeal hypothesis) and his demonstra- 
tion of the connection between the onset of stress and the rising intonation in Lithuanian. 
When the Russian linguist Fortunatov ascertained, independently of Saussure, that an anal- 
ogous connection existed in Slavic, the phonetic law formulated by these two scholars be- 
came known as the law of Saussure/Fortunatov.?!8 

Another pioneer of structuralism was Saussure’s contemporary, the Polish linguist Jan 
Baudouin de Courtenay (1845-1929), whose scholarly career is linked primarily with the 
Russian universities of Kazan and St. Petersburg. Baudouin’s main interest lay in the area of 
phonology, and he contributed to it the notions of distinctive features and morphophonemic 
alternations. As far as Proto-Slavic is concemed, Baudouin’s most important contribution 
was the identification of the so-called progressive or third palatalization of velars (1894), 
which is referred to sometimes as the Baudouin palatalization. 

The most outstanding practitioners and promoters of the ideas of Saussure and Baudouin 
in Slavic scholarship were the Pole Jerzy Kurytowicz (1895-1978) and the Russian Roman 
Jakobson (1896-1982). Although both scholars made important contributions to general and 
historical linguistics,>'? it was Kurytowicz who was especially active in the area of Indo- 
European and Proto-Slavic phonology. Jakobson, in addition to his scholarly activities, was 
a brilliant teacher and organizer of research, first in Prague and, after World War II, at Co- 
lumbia and Harvard. His stay in Prague coincided with the formation of a linguistic circle 
that drew together a group of structuralist-minded Czech and emigré Russian scholars. The 
new movement came to be known as the Prague school of linguistics, with the journal 
Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague as its mouthpiece. Among the linguists of the 
Prague school who dealt with problems of Proto-Slavic, Old Church Slavonic, and early 
Slavic texts was the Russian Nikolaj S. Trubeckoj (1890-1938) of the University of Vienna, 
author of a well-known introduction to structuralist phonology, Grundziige der Phonologie 
(1939), and of a number of contributions to Russian, Polabian, and Old Church Slavonic 
scholarship. Also active in the Prague group was the Czech Bohuslav Havranek (1893-1978), 
whose Genera verbi v slovansk§ch jazycich (1927) deals with diathesis in Slavic. 

At the same time the traditional model retained its popularity in historical investigations. 
Two grammars of Proto-Slavic deserve special mention, the five-volume Grammaire com- 
paré des langues slaves (1950-1977) by the Frenchman André Vaillant (1898-1977) and the 
Urslavische Grammatik (1964, 1976, 1985) by the Estonian Peeter Arumaa (1900-1982). 
The former is our most reliable and complete guide to the subject; the latter provides a clear 
and well-argued treatment but is, unfortunately, unfinished.22° Another historian of Proto- 
Slavic who remained faithful to the traditional approach was the Pole Tadeusz Lehr- 
Splawitiski (1891-1965), whose main research interests were in phonology, the history of 
West Slavic, and the location of the ancestral homeland of the Slavs. 

Old Church Slavonic particularly received many traditional treatments. The list is headed 
by the grammar of August Leskien (1871) and includes the grammars of Ljubomir G. Mileti¢ 
(1888), Véclav Vondrék (1900), Mykola K. Hruns’kyj (1906), Stepan M. Kul’bakin 


318, Or simply as the law of Fortunatov (Shevelov 1965:46). 

319. The languages of their research interests were varied. Kurytowicz worked primarily on Indo-European, Semitic, 
and Polish materiais; Jakobson was chiefly interested in Russian and Czech but drew upon data from a number of other 
languages. . 

320, Steering a middle course between traditionalism and structuralism are A Prehistory of Slavic: The Historical 
Phonology of Common Slavic by the Ukrainian George Y. Shevelov (1965) and Zarys gramatyki poréwnawczej jezykéw 
stowiafskich by the Pole Zdzislaw Stieber (1979). 
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(1911/1912), Jan Lo§ (1922), Tadeusz Lehr-Splawiriski (1923), Nicolaas van Wijk (1931), 
Paul Diels (1932/1934), Milo’ Weingart (1937/1938), and Afanasij M. Selitev (published 
posthumously in 1951/1952). Some of the more important treatments of selected aspects of 
Old Church Slavonic grammar include the phonology by Aleksej I. Sobolevskij (1891), noun 
declension by Boris M. Ljapunov (1905), and morphology by FrantiSek Pastrnek (1909). The 
first structuralist grammar of Old Church Slavonic is the Altkirchenslavische Grammatik by 
Nikolaj S. Trubeckoj (published posthumously in 1954).3?! 

One should also mention here some of the etymological and comparative Slavic dictio- 
naries: Etymologisches Wérterbuch der slavischen Sprachen (1886) by Franz Miklosich 
(1813-1891), Slavisches etymologisches Wérterbuch (1908-1913) by Erich Berneker 
(1874-1937), and Baltisch-slavisches Wérterbuch (1923) by Reinhold Trautmann (1883-— 
1951). Except for the etymological dictionaries of Russian by A. G. Preobrazenskij, pub- 
lished in 1910-1914 (a new, enlarged edition appeared in 1958) and of Polish by Aleksander 
Briickner, published in 1927, all etymological dictionaries of individual Slavic languages ap- 
peared after World War II.322 


Textual investigations. Kopitar’s publication of the Glagolita Clozianus and the Frei- 
sing Fragments (1836) and Vostokov's edition of Ostromir's Evangeliary (1843) began an 
era of heightened interest in collecting and editing early Slavic texts. Especially active in this 
enterprise were scholars who had behind them the bountiful resources of the Russian gov- 
ernment, whose imperial Slavophile interests meshed with the academic concerns of those 
Slavists eager to travel to Central Europe and the Balkans in order to establish contacts with 
the leading philologists of the time and to search for Slavic antiquities.>7? State funds made 
available for such purposes were supplemented by private donors. Among the most zealous 
promoters of Slavic philological studies was Count Nikolaj P. Rumjancev (1754-1826), who 
amassed an enormous collection of ancient Slavic manuscripts and financed many of their 
finest editions.22* One of the beneficiaries of Rumjancev’s love for early Slavic texts was 


321. After World II many more traditional grammars of Old Church Slavonic appeared, among them Josip Hamm 
(1947), André Vaillant (1948), Stanistaw Slosiski (1950), Bemhard Rosenkranz (1955), Grigore Nandris (1959), Hans 
Hotm Bielfeld: (1961), Rudolf Aitzetmiiller (1978), Jan Stanislav (1978, 1987), and others, particularly in Russia. Struc- 
turalist in design is Old Church Slavonic Grammar by Horace G. Lunt (1959), whose sixth edition (1974) has an added 
section on Old Church Slavonic phonology presented in generative terms. 

322. Among the general Slavic etymologica! dictionaries published since World War Il are the Erymologick$ slovntk 
slovanskjch jazyk (1966-) by E. Havlova, ed.; Erimotogiceskij slovar’ stavjanskix jazykov (1974) by Oleg N. Trubatev 
(b. 1930); and Stownik prastowiahski (1974) by Franciszek Stawski (b. 1916). For individual Slavic languages see, for 
Old Church Stavonic, Linda Sadnik and Rudolf Aitzetmilller (1955); Bulgarian, Stefan Mladenov (1941) and Vladimir I. 
Georgiev et al. (1971-); Serbian/Croatian, Petar Skok (1971-1974); Slovenian, Frane Bezlaj (1976-); Czech, Josef Holub 
and Franti§ek Kopetny (3d ed., 1952); Czech and Slovak, Vaclav Machek (1957), Sorbian, Heinz Schuster-Sewc (1978-); 
Polish, Franciszek Slawski (1954—); Kashubian, Wiestaw Borys and Hanna Popowska-Taborska (1994—); Polabian, Kazi- 
mierz Polafiski (1962-1994); Russian, Max Vasmer (1953-1958) and Nikolaj M. Sanskij etal. (1972); Ukrainian, Jaroslav 
B. Rudnyc'kyj (1962-); and Belarussian, Viktar V. Martynaii et al. (1978-). The largest dictionary of Old Church Slavonic 
was undertaken under the direction of Josef Kurz in Prague in 1958. 

323. Russia's interest in acquiring Slavic manuscripts goes back to the period of Patriarch Nikon's reforms, when in 
1651 Arsenij Suxanov, a monk in the Holy Trinity-St. Sergius Monastery, was sent to the Balkans and Asia Minor in 
search of authoritative Greek church books. Suxanov retuned in 1653 bringing a vast collection of Greek and Slavic man- 
uscripts, which he deposited in the Synoda! Printing Office Library. The size of the collection may be gauged by the fact 
that from the monasteries on Mount Athos alone Suxanov took close to five hundred manuscripts including the oldesi ex- 
tant copy of the Hexaemeron by John the Exarch (Serbian recension of 1263). On Suxanov's mission, see S. A. Belokurov, 
COIDR (1891, vols. 1-2, and 1894, v. 2). 

324. Rumjancev served for years in various government posts as ambassador in Frankfurt, minister of trade, and min- 
ister of foreign affairs. He left government service in 1814 and devoted himself to the promotion of the arts and sciences. 
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Konstantin F. Kalajdovié (1792-1832), also a passionate collector of old manuscripts. Two 
of Kalajdovit’s most important contributions to Slavic philology were financed by Rum- 
jancev, his discovery in 1817 of Svyatoslav's Izbornik of 1073 and his discovery and edition 
(1818-1824) of the writings of John the Exarch. Also active at that time was Canon Michat 
Bobrowski (1785-1848) who taught theology at the Stefan Batory University in Vilnius 
but whose scholarly interests were philological. Bobrowski’s most important contribution 
to the development of Slavic studies was his discovery in 1823 of the Cyrillic Codex Supra- 
sliensis. 

Another patron of Slavic philological ventures was the Moscow historian and editor 
Mixail P. Pogodin (1800-1875), whose correspondence with some of the most prominent 
Slavists provides a wealth of information on the formative period of Slavic philology. Equally 
informative is the correspondence left behind by the scholars whom the Russian government 
sent to the West to study and to meet with other Slavists. They included Osip M. Bodjanskij 
(1803-1877), who was to occupy the Slavic chair at the University of Moscow; Izmail I. 
Sreznevskij (1812-1880), who taught at the universities of Kharkov and St. Petersburg and 
published a description of the East Slavic texts from the tenth through the sixteenth centuries 
(1863—1866);225 Petr I. Prejs (1810-1846), who taught at the University of St. Petersburg; 
and Viktor I. Grigorovié (1815-1876), who held Slavic chairs at the universities of Kazan 
and Odessa. During his visits to the monasteries on Mount Athos and in Ohrid, Rila, and 
Bojana, Grigorovit discovered a number of our most valuable early Slavic texts, which he 
then brought to Russia, among them the Codex Marianus, the Rila Folios, the Ohrid Folios, 
Grigorovie's (Hilandar) Parimeinik, the Dobrian Menaeum, and the Bojana Evangeliary. 

Grigorovit offered his manuscripts to two libraries, the State Library of Odessa and the 
Russian State Library in Moscow. In each of them they are known as the Grigorovit collec- 
tion.326 Similarly, other Russian collections of manuscripts bear the names of their acquir- 
ers. The Norov collection in the Russian State Library in Moscow contains a number of Slavic 
manuscripts which the Russian writer and statesman Avraam S. Norov (1795-1869) brought 
to Russia from his trip to Jerusalem in 1834-1835. The Uspenskij collection was presented 
to the Public Library in St. Petersburg by Porfirij Uspenskij (1804-1885), a churchman and 
a Byzantinist who served as the head of the Russian church mission in Jerusalem and ac- 
quired Slavic manuscripts in St. Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai and in the Zographos 
and Hilandar monasteries on Mount Athos. In contrast to the collections of Grigorovi¢, 
Norov, and Uspenskij, the Undol’skij collection (1,350 manuscripts) was gathered almost en- 
tirely in Russia by the Russian bibliophile Vukol M. Undol’skij (1816-1864). After Un- 


Rumjancev's collections formed the core of the Rumjancev Museum in Moscow, founded in 1862. During the early years 
of the Soviet period the museum was transformed into a library and was named after Lenin. Today it is known as the Rus- 
sian State Library. 

325. Sreznevskij’s lexica! excerpis from these texts were published as a three-volume dictionary titled Materialy dija 
stovarja drevnerusskogo jazyka po pis' mennym pamjatnikam (1893, 1895, 1903). Despite its modest title, it remains the 
only completed dictionary of Old East Slavic. Of the two Moscow dictionaries that have started coming out, Slovar’ 
russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vv. (1975-), begun under the editorship of Stepan G. Barxudarov and Fedot P. Filin, appears to 
be well on its way to completion. It will take longer to complete the publication of Slovar' drevnerusskogo jazyka (XI-XIV 
v,), edited originally by Ruben I. Avanesov, which has not progressed much beyond the first letters of the alphabet since 
it started coming out in 1988. A convenient extract of Sreznevskij's dictionary is Horace G. Lunt's Concise Dictionary of 
Old Russian (tith-17th Centuries) with glosses in Russian (Munich, 1970). 

326. For a description of major collections of Church Slavonic manuscripts of Bulgarian recension, see Kuev 1979. 
A list of Russian archives and manuscript collections may be found in Smidi, ed. 1884:16-18. 
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dol’skij’s death the collection was sold to the Rumjancev Museum. Its oldest manuscript is 
the Old Church Slavonic Undol’skij's Fragments.327 

Two other collections that ended up in Russian libraries ought to be mentioned. The 
Gil’ferding collection in the Public Library in St. Petersburg was deposited there by Alek- 
sandr F, Gil’ferding (1831-1872), a versatile scholar with interests in the Slavs of the Danu- 
bian lands and in the Slavic languages of Germany. Most of the manuscripts in the collection 
were acquired in Serbia, Bosnia and Hercegovina, and Macedonia, the oldest among them 
being the Macedonian Folio. Another scholar collecting in the Balkans was Polixronij A. 
Syrku (1855-1905), a Russian-trained Moldovan Slavist. The oldest manuscript of the Syrku 
collection is a fragment (thirty-four folios) of an evangeliary of the twelfth century, now in 
the Odessa Archaeological Museum (Smidt, ed. 1984, #115). The collection of the Moscow 
Synodal Library was described in detail by Aleksandr V. Gorskij (1812-1875) and Kapiton 
I. Nevostruev (1815-1872). 

The most successful non-Russian collector of ancient Slavic manuscripts was the Croat 
Antun Mihanovié (1796-1861) who discovered in 1843 in the library of the Bulgarian 
monastery of St. Zographos on Mount Athos the celebrated Codex Zographensis. One year 
later the manuscript was seen by Grigorovit, who recognized its importance and became the 
first scholar to describe it. Except for the Codex Zographensis, which is kept in the Public Li- 
brary in St. Petersburg, all other manuscripts acquired by Mihanovié (mostly on Mount Athos) 
are preserved today in the library of the Croatian Academy in Zagreb. Foremost among them 
is another tetra, the Tarnovo Gospel, a Cyrillic codex of Bulgarian recension containing 247 
folios, half of them parchment and half paper (xartija)—the first Bulgarian manuscript in 
which paper was used. It was copied in 1273 in Tarnovo, the ancient capital of Bulgaria, and 
was the object of several investigations, the earliest by M. Valjavec (1888, 1889). 

The efforts of the nineteenth-century collectors brought to light many ancient manu- 
scripts whose description and publication presented a challenge to a new generation of schol- 
ars interested in paleography, textual studies, and editorial work. Among them Vatroslav Jagié 
stands as a towering figure. His publications deal mainly with Old Church Slavonic, in par- 
ticular with its Glagolitic monuments, and include editions of the codices Zographensis 
(1879) and Marianus (1883), some newly discovered Glagolitic fragments (Glagolitica 
1890), and the Bologna Psalter (1907), which is a Cyrillic copy of a Glagolitic text. His mag- 
isterial (and very readable) history of Slavic philology appeared as the first volume of the En- 
ciklopedija slavjanskoj filologii (1910). Of special interest is Jagié’s fundamental study 
Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache (1900, 1913.) in which he promoted 
the now commonly accepted view of the Macedonian origins of Old Church Slavonic. Jagié’s 
two paleographic studies, a detailed history of the Glagolitic alphabet and an article on the 
purported existence of Slavic runes, appeared in the third volume of the Enciklopedija (1911). 

Most textologists and paleographers active at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning 
of the twentieth centuries came from the Slavic lands of the Russian empire. Aleksej I. Sobo- 
levskij (1856-1929) was a versatile scholar who combined his primary interest in Russian 
historical grammar with valuable textual work. Of lasting significance is his Cerkovnoslav- 
janskie teksty moravskogo proisxoidenija (1900), in which he investigated Church Slavonic 
texts displaying West Slavic linguistic features. Petr A. Lavrov (1856-1929) was a special- 


327. Undol’skij was the fortunate discoverer of the Homiliary Gospel by Constantine of Preslav, three homilies by 
Clement of Ohrid in a sbornik from the tum of the thirteenth century (Smidt, ed. 1984, #163), and the Uspenskij sbornik. 
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ist in texts belonging to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. A very useful selection of these texts 
was published in 1930. Evfimij F. Karskij (1860-1931) edited several short Old Church 
Slavonic texts and wrote on the place of his native Belarussian within East Slavic. Vjateslav 
N. Séepkin (1863-1920) edited Sava's Book and studied its language. These last three schol- 
ars were also authors of excellent introductions to Cyrillic paleography: Lavrov’s Paleogra- 
ficeskoe obozrenie kirillovskogo pis’ ma (1914), Karskij’s Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja paleo- 
grafija (1928), and Séepkin’s Uéebnik russkoj paleografti (1918). Mixail N. Speranskij 
(1863-1938) investigated and edited East Slavic sborniki of translated apothegmata and de- 
scribed Slavic manuscripts in Palestine, in the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai 
and in the Uspensky Cathedral in the Kremlin, including the Uspenskij sbornik. Aleksej A. 
Saxmatov (1864-1920) was an extremely productive scholar who concentrated on Russian, 
its history, syntax, and earliest monuments, in particular East Slavic chronicles. Vasilij M. 
Istrin (1865-1937) worked in the area of translated texts, especially Byzantine chronicles. 
Vladimir N. Peretc (1870-1935) catalogued and described the Slavic manuscripts in the li- 
braries of the universities of Moscow, Samara, and Minsk. 

This impressive list (and it could be extended) testifies to the extraordinary vitality of 
Slavic textual studies in the lands of the Russian empire dround the turn of the twentieth cen- 
tury. Other Slavic countries had neither the resources nor the archival holdings to match those 
of Russia and, in the period surveyed, could not vie for leadership in philological investiga- 
tions of (Old) Church Slavonic texts.728 Despite this handicap, a number of scholars hailing 
from the hands of the southern and western Slavs contributed significantly to our under- 
standing of the Cyrillo-Methodian period and tradition. 

Among the southern Slavs, the Bulgarians Aleksandar S. Teodorov-Balan (1859-1959) 
prepared an edition of the vitae of Constantine and Methodius (1920); Ben’o S. Conev 
(1863-1926) edited the Dobrej§o Gospel and described the Zagreb and Sofia National Li- 
brary manuscript collections; Vasil N. Zlatarski (1866-1935) was a medievalist whose ma- 
jor work, a three-volume history of the medieval Bulgarian state, interprets the activities of 
Constantine and Methodius and of their disciples, Clement and Naum (vol. 1, 1918). The 
Serb Djura Danitié (1825-1882) published the Vita Constantini (1869) and edited several 
Church Slavonic texts of Serbian recension, including the vita of St. Sava. The Croatian Slav- 
ist German Barac (1835-1922) drew parallels between Cyrillo-Methodian literature and Jew- 
ish religious traditions. The Slovene Matija Murko (1861-1952) wrote the Geschichte der 
dlteren stidslavischen Literaturen (1908), while his compatriot Fran Grivec (1878-1963) fo- 
cused his attention on the vitae of Constantine and Methodius and on the history of the Mora- 
vian mission and its legacy in Bulgaria. 

Among the western Slavs, the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition found its greatest resonance 
in Czech and Slovak scholarship, which focused, naturally enough, on texts pertaining to the 
activities of the Moravian mission and its legacy in Bohemia. Josef Vajs (1865-1959) is best 
known for his study of Church Slavonic texts of the Moravian recension dealing with the 
Czech saints Ludmila and Vaclav (1929), a handbook of Glagolitic paleography (1932), and 
his reconstruction of the texts of the Old Church Slavonic Gospels (1935-1936). The cult of 
the early Czech saints figured prominently in the early writings of Josef VaSica (1884-1968), 
who later tumed to such Cyrillo-Methodian topics as the problem of Slavic liturgy, the Kher- 
son Legend, the Zakont sudnyi ljudems, the canon for St. Demetrius, and Methodius’ pre- 


328. This situation changed dramatically after World War I, when Bulgaria became preeminent in Slavic textology. 
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sumed authorship of the anonymous homily in the Glagolita Clozianus. Milo’ Weingart 
(1890-1939) studied the Czech/Slovak recension of Church Slavonic (1949). 

Latin was the major vehicle of Polish medieval culture, and it remained an important el- 
ement of Polish literary expression during the Renaissance alongside the gradually expand- 
ing Polish vernacular idiom. It is not surprising, therefore, that Polish philologists showed 
their greatest concern for the classical languages and Polish. Some of them, however, also 
turned their attention to the vestiges of the Moravian mission in southern Poland, mindful of 
the passage in the Vita Methodii according to which the lands of the Polish Vistulans were 
converted to Christianity through the efforts of Methodius.>29 Of these, the most important 
contributions were made by Aleksander Briickner (1856-1939), who stressed the religious 
aspects of the Moravian mission, and Tadeusz Lehr-Sptawirski (1891-1965), who studied 
the problem of the existence of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition on the territory of Poland and 
published a reconstruction of the vitae of Constantine and Methodius. He also wrote on the 
development of Slavic studies in Polish universities. 


329, The Vistulans occupied the lands along the Upper Vistula, including the towns of Cracow and WiSlica. Metho- 
dius’ call, which is cited in 1.44, appears to have been motivated by religious as well as political aims. 


APPENDIX B: 


CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE 


Listed below are the most important dates of events and personalities mentioned in Chapter I: 


Ist-c. B.C.—2nd-c. A.D. The Veneti appear in the writings of the Roman historians 


306-337 
311-383 
325 

370 
379-395 

ca. 385-460 
434-453 
448 
482-511 


321-597 
538-594 


mid-6th c. 


ca. 562 


568 


(Cornelius Nepos, Pomponius Mela, Caesar, Pliny the Elder, 
Tacitus). 

Rule of Constantine the Great, Roman (Byzantine) emperor and 
founder of Constantinople. 

Ulfila (Wulfila), Arian bishop of the Visigoths. Inventor of the 
Gothic alphabet and translator of the Bible into Gothic 
(341-347). 

Nicaean council of the Christian churches. 

The Ostrogoths defeated by the Huns. Start of the Great 
Migrations. 

Reign of Theodosius I the Great, Roman (Byzantine) emperor. 
Proclaimed Christianity the state religion. 

Patrick, bishop and patron saint of Ireland. 

Conquest of Central Europe by Attila’s Huns. 

The term médos ‘mead’ recorded in Pannonia by the Byzantine 
historian Priscus. 

Reign of Clovis, Merovingian king of the Franks. Converted to 
Christianity ca. 500. 

Columba, Irish missionary in Scotland. 

Gregory of Tours, chronicler of the Merovingian Franks. 
Mentioned the Avar raids of 562 and 566 in Central Europe. 

Jordanes, historian of the Goths. First to mention the Slavs 

(Sclaveni) in his History of the Goths and to identify the Veneti 
and the Antes as Slavic-speaking. 

Death of Procopius of Caesarea, Byzantine historian. Described 
Slavic customs in the treatise De beilis. 

Invasion of Italy by the Lombards and occupation of Pannonia by 
the Avars end the Great Migrations. 
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§82-602 
ca. 585 

590-604 
610-641 
624-659 


626 
673-754 


679-681 

ca. 720—ca. 790 
ca. 743-748 
746-784 
751-768 

ca. 751-769 
ca. 752-818 
771-814 
777-802 
785-821 
789 
791-803 
811 


814-840 
ca. 816-885 


ca. 825-846 
826-869 


829-836 


Reign of Maurice, Roman (Byzantine) emperor. Described Slavic 
war tactics in the Strategikon. 

Death of John of Ephesus, Syriac historian. Described Slavic raids 
into Thrace, Macedonia, and Greece in Ecclesiastical History. 

Pontificate of Gregory the Great. Mentioned the presence of the 
Slavs in Istria and Dalmatia in his correspondence. 

Reign of Heraclius I, Roman (Byzantine) emperor. Involved in 
frequent conflicts with the Slavs. Settles the Croats and the 
Serbs in the Balkans. 

Samo’s Slavic state in Central Europe. 

Constantinople besieged by the Avars and the Slavs. 

Boniface (Winfrid), bishop and archbishop of the Carolingians. 
Organizer of the church in Franconia, Thuringia, and Bavaria 
(Salzburg, Freising, Regensburg, Passau). Some contacts with 
the northwestern Slavs. 

Turkic-speaking Bulgars under Asparukh cross the Danube and 
settle in Thrace (modern Bulgaria). 

Paul the Deacon, Lombard historian. Described a Slav raid into 
Benevento in his History of the Lombards. 

Rule of Boruta, duke of Carantania. 

Episcopate of Virgil in Salzburg. 

Reign of Pepin the Short, king of the Franks. 

Rule of Hotimir, duke of Carantania. 

Theophanes the Confessor, Byzantine historian. Described the 
Bulgarian conquest of Dobrudja and the military encounters 
between the Slavs and the Byzantines in his Chronographia. 

Reign of Charlemagne, king of the Franks. Crowned emperor of 
the Romans in 800. 

Patriarchate of Paulinus II in Aquileia. 

Episcopate (from 798 archiepiscopate) of Amo in Salzburg. 

Charlemagne in alliance with the Obodrites and the Sorbs defeats 
the Veleti. 

Charlemagne wages war on the Avars culminating in total annihi- 
lation of the Avar state. 

Charlemagne decrees the border between the dioceses of Salzburg 
and Aquileia to be on the Drava. 

Reign of Louis the Pious, Roman (Western) emperor. 

Methodius, Byzantine churchman and missionary (from 873 arch- 
bishop) to the Slavs of Pannonia and Moravia. 

Reign of Mojmir 1, duke of Moravia. 

Constantine (Cyril) the Philosopher, Byzantine scholar and 
churchman. Together with his brother Methodius led the mission 
to the Slavs of Pannonia and Moravia. 

Einhard composes the Life of Charlemagne. 








| 
! 


| 
: 


842-867 
843 


843-876 


846-870 
ca. 850 


858-867 

858-867, 878-886 
859-873 

860 


862 
863 


865 


867-872 
868-869 
870 


871 


871-894 
872-882 
876-880 
876-882 


879 
880 
880-893 
883 
885-891 
885 


889-893 
891-905 
893-927 
894-906 
ca. 895 
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Reign of Michael III, Roman (Byzantine) emperor. 

Treaty of Verdun divides the Carolingian empire into western, 
middle, and eastern states, precursors of modern France, Italy, 
and Germany. 

Reign of Louis I the German, king of the eastern Frankish state 
(825-843 duke of Bavaria). 

Rule of Rostislav, duke of Moravia. 

The Bavarian Geographer enumerates the Slavic tribes dwelling 
north of the Danube. 

Pontificate of Nicholas I. 

Patriarchate of Photius in Constantinople. 

Archiepiscopate of Adalwin in Salzburg. 

Constantine and Methodius undertake their mission to the Khazars 
and find relics of Pope Clement I off the Crimean coast. 

The legendary calling of the Varangians by the eastern Slavs. 

Start of the mission of Constantine and Methodius to the Slavs of 
Moravia and Pannonia. 

Khan Boris of Bulgaria (r. 852~889) adopts Christianity and 
assumes the Christian name of Michael. 

Pontificate of Hadrian II. 

Constantine and Methodius in Rome where Constantine dies. 

Pope Hadrian II’s bull Gloria in excelsis (preserved in Church 
Slavonic) to the dukes Rostislav, Svatopluk and Kocel. 

Treatise Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum affirming 
Salzburg’s diocesan rights in Carantania. 

Reign of Svatopluk, duke of Moravia. 

Pontificate of John VIII. 

Rule of Carlomann, duke of Bavaria. 

Reign of Louis the Younger, king of the eastern Frankish state 
(Franconia and Saxony). 

John VIII's bull Predicationis tuae to Methodius. 

John VIII's bull Industriae tuae to Svatopluk. 

Episcopate of Wiching in Nitra. 

Christianity adopted in Bohemia under Bofivoj. 

Pontificate of Stephen V. 

Stephen V’s bull Quia te zelo to Svatopluk. Methodius dies. Soon 
thereafter Methodius’ mission expelled from Moravia. 

Constantine of Preslav translates the Homiliary Gospel. 

Rule of Spytihnév, duke of Bohemia. 

Reign of Symeon I the Great, tsar of Bulgaria. 

Rule of Mojmir II, duke of Moravia. 

King Alfred (r. 872-899) translates the A History concerning the 
Pagans by Orosius, adding to it a list of West Slavic tribes. 
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896-909 
899-911 


905-916 
910 

912 

916 

916-ca. 929 


919-936 
920-972 
ca. 929-967 


936-973 
944-959 


945 
957 


ca. 960 


ca. 960-992 
964-972 
965 

968 


973-983 

976-1014 
983-1002 
992-1025 
975-1018 


989 
1018 


1054 


Moravia defeated by the Magyars who settle in Pannonia. 1072-1076 
Reign of Louis the Child. Division of East Frankish kingdom into 

Saxony, Franconia, Bavaria, Swabia, and Lorraine. 1110-1117 
Rule of Vratislav, duke of Bohemia. ca. 1110 
Death of Naum in Ohrid. ca. 1110-1125 
First treaty between Rus’ and Byzantium. 1167-1172 
Death of Clement of Ohrid. 


Rule of Venceslas, duke of Bohemia (Drahomira acts as his regent 
till 922). Murdered by his brother Boleslav I. 

Reign of Henry I the Fowler, king of Germany. Wars with the 
western Slavs. 

Liudprand of Cremona, author of several historical works dealing 
with the times of Otto I. 

Rule of Boleslav I, duke of Bohemia. 

Reign of Otto I the Great, king (from 962 emperor) of Germany. 

Reign of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, Roman (Byzantine) 
emperor. Described the route taken by the Varangians to Byzan- 
tium in De administrando imperio. Of special interest to Slavic 
philology is his reference to the names of the cataracts on the 
Dnieper. 

Second treaty between Rus’ and Byzantium. 

Conversion of Olga, regent (945-964) for her son Svyatoslav I 





Widukind of Corbea compiles his History of the Saxons dealing 
with the reigns of Henry I and Otto I and containing numerous 
references to the western Slavs. 

Rule of Mieszko I, Polish duke. Adopts Christianity in 966. 

Rule of Svyatoslav I of Kiev. Bulgaria occupied in 969-970. 

Ibrahim ibn Ja‘qiib’s travels in Slavic lands. 

Foundation of the archbishopric in Magdeburg. Missions to the 
western Slavs. 

Reign of Otto II, emperor of Germany. 

Reign of Samuel, tsar of the West Bulgarian state. 

Reign of Otto III, emperor of Germany. 

Reign of Bolestaw I the Brave, duke of Poland. Crowned king in 
1025. 

Episcopate of Thietmar in Merseburg. West Slavs described in his 
Chronicle (1013-1018). 

Christianity adopted by Vladimir I, duke of Kiev (1. 978-1015). 

Defeat and occupation of the first Bulgarian empire by the Byzan- 
tines. 

The Great Schism splits the Christian church into Westem 
(Roman) and Eastern (Byzantine) branches. 
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Adam of Bremen compiles his History of the Archbishops of Ham- 
burg with references to the Baltic and Polabian Slavs. 

Anonymous Gallus compiles his Polish Chronicle. 

The Primary Chronicle compiled in Kiev. 

Cosmas of Prague compiles his Chronicle of the Czechs. 

Helmold compiles his Chronicle of the Slavs. 





APPENDIX C: 
THE ORTHODOX CHURCH 
CALENDAR 


The Orthodox church year is divided into two cycles: The movable (lunar) cycle is deter- 
mined by Easter, which falls on the first Sunday after the first vernal (post-equinox) full moon 
(but not before Passover). The movable cycle begins seventy days before Easter Sunday, on 
the Sunday of the Publican and the Pharisee, and ends fifty-seven days after Easter Sunday, 
on the Sunday of All Saints (that is, one week after Pentecost or the Sunday of the Trinity, 
which follows Easter Sunday by fifty days). Easter Sunday divides the movable cycle into 
two periods, during which different liturgical books are in use. In the ten weeks preceding 
Easter Sunday the Lenten Triodion (postbnaja triods) is used, while on Easter Sunday and 
in the following eight weeks it is replaced by the Festal Triodion (cvétsnaja triodb)**° or Pen- 
tecostarion. During the Lenten Triodion period Sundays are the last days in the week, while 
during the Festal Triodion period Sundays begin the week. 

The fixed (solar) cycle fills the remaining portion of the year. It is based on the Julian (old 
style) calendar, which lags thirteen days behind the Gregorian (new style) calendar adopted 
in the West and in some Orthodox churches. In the Julian calendar New Year’s Day falls on 
September 1, while in the Gregorian calendar it falls on January 1.73! The liturgical book 
used during the fixed cycle is the octoechos (oktoixs). 

Easter is the holiest feast of the Orthodox church. Next to it in importance are twelve ma- 
jor feasts (Russian dvanadesjatye prazdniki), of which three belong to the movable cycle: 


(1) The Entry of Our Lord into Jerusalem or Palm Sunday (Vaxods Gospodsnt vb lerusalims), 
one week before Easter 

(2) The Ascension of Our Lord (Vaznesenie Gospodbne), forty days after Easter 

(3) Pentecost or Trinity Sunday (Petidesetenica or Troica), fifty days after Easter 


Nine major feasts belong to the fixed cycle: 


(4) The Nativity of the Mother of God (RoZdsstvo Présvetoe Bogorodice), September 8 

(5) The Exaltation of the Cross of Our Lord (Vazdvizenie Krasta Gospodbnja), September 14 

(6) The Presentation of the Mother of God in the Temple (Vavedenie vb xrams Présvetoeg Bo- 
gorodice), November 21 

(7) The Nativity of Christ (RoZdsstvo Xristovo), December 25 


330. In some traditions the Festa! Triodion includes the prayers for the Holy Week beginning with Palm Sunday. This 
practice is perhaps reflected in the name cvétenaja triods. 
331. In Rus’, upto the mid-fourteenth century, the ancient Roman year beginning on March | was used; it was dubbed 


the “Paschal” year. 
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(8) The Baptism of Our Lord or Epiphany (Kraséenie Gospodbne), January 6 

(9) The Presentation of Our Lord (Sarétenie Gospodnne), February 2 
(10) The Annunciation of the Mother of God (Blagovéséenie Présvetog Bogorodice), March 25 
(11) The Transfiguration of Our Lord (Préobrazenie Gospodpne), August 6 
(12) The Dormition (or Assumption) of the Mother of God (Ustpenie Présvetog Bogorodice), Au- 


gust 15 


Sundays and some of the weeks during the movable cycle have their own names (Flier 
1984): 


SUNDAY SUNDAY 














Publican and Pharisee 
Prodigal Son 
Meatfast 
Cheesefast 












Fast-free 
Meatfast 
Cheesefast (Maslenica) 











1. Theodore (Synod) Triumph of Orthodoxy 
2. Gregory Palamas 

3. , Adoration of the Cross 
4. Adoration of the Cross John Climacus 

5. Laudation Mary of Egypt 

6. Palm (Willow) Palm (Willow) 

7. Holy 
















Easter 
Thomas 
Myrrhophores 
Paralytic 
Samaritan Woman 
Blind Man 
Nicaean Fathers 
Pentecost (Trinity) 
All Saints?>? 


EASTERTIDE Bright (Easter) 


332. The Sunday following All Saints is dedicated to the celebration of the loca! saints. 





4 OP ot ; 
sn ieee ean TETRIS 
(SAVE ET BEI. LEFT HILDE, 
Loa bree heb raed, OWIELA'S 
WA RAL SILFRARUVAB Jo He RVHE 
Joc? P4TPORIRA MIF, 


LL KTEAT ICH IM ALAC LD" | 
FP ROABELAA LVS” SUARME 
RUA? VILL TORE U 


UTE PRP RLIL AM WA 
RIV FA, FRU > ThIRVP WAH : 
LE, At Als 9007 PAS ete yk 
WARTPRE GOLF, PrwWARKIBR AIG 
PBMBROATL OMI IRE “oe PS 





1. Kiev Missal. Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, Kiev (DA/P. 328). Photograph by courtesy 
of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. 





APPENDIX D: 
SAMPLES OF EARLY 
SLAVIC WRITING 


Specimens of several early Slavic texts, in Glagolitic, Cyrillic, and Roman alphabets are pro- 
vided below in facsimile, transliteration or modified transcription, and translation. Resolved 
abbreviations and superposed letters are transcribed in parentheses; added or reconstructed 
segments are bracketed. 


Glagolitic 

1. The Kiev Missal (3.41.5), also known as the Kiev Fragments or Kiev Folios, is a seven- 
folio fragment of a Western-rite sacramentary from the end of the tenth or beginning of the 
eleventh century. The missal represents the oldest extant type of half-rounded Glagolitic writ- 
ing. Reproduced here is folio 7r with the text of the Mass for All the Celestial Virtues:?*4 


[Translation] 


MASS FOR ALL THE CELESTIAL 

VIRTUES. Let us pray. 

God, who because of the prayer 

of the blessed Mother of God and ever 

virgin Mary, and because of 

your blessed angels and 

of all the celestial virtues, 

and of the apostles and martyrs, 

and of the holy 

and pure virgins, and with the 

prayers of all your saints, 

have caused us ever to 

rejoice, we ask you 

o, Lord, that we may celebrate 

their festivals on all days. 

With your grace let 

us ever follow 

your celestial virtues. 

By our Lord. OVER THE 
OBLATION. 


[Transliteration] 


*MBSE O VbSEX’b NEBESBSK Bl 
Xb SILAX’b : Pom(o)limt se :° 
B(og)s Ze nbi molitvpi radi 
blaZenbié b(ogorodi)céf prisno 
5 dévbi marié : i blazenti 
xt radi ang’elt, tvofxp «i 
vpséx nebespskpixt sila 
xb : 1 apostolé - | moce 
niki, - f prépodobpnbixb - 
10 1 éistéixe dévé - f veséxp 
svetbixb tvolxb moll 
tvam! + prisno nbi vbzve 
selilb Es! : prosims te 
g(ospod)! - da ékoZe ni cbstims 
15 Gbsti Siixb na vbse dpnt 
milostbjg tvoéjg dazb 
nambp prisno naslédovati - 
nebesbskéie tv6e silbi : 
g(ospodb)mp nas(ijmb : NAD 
OPLAT(O)Mb : 


333. The supralinear marks of the Kiev Folios have not yet received a satisfactory interpretation. The nominal phrase 
in line 7 should be genitive rather than locative. 


20 Darb sb prinesenti tebé g(ospod)i 
VbSEXb svetbixb nebesb 
sk¢ix® silt radi: [vbsé 
Xb SVetbixb + tvolx radi 
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This gift brought to you o, Lord, 
because of all the holy 

celestial virtues and of all 

your saints 





Bc ee Rai 
Coun ¢ meaanaee ; 













pL ae prem ron nae 
PEALCAL AE TOZIREGob2- ae > FINVRAD 


BSH AP: 

BIZ GEARS © G2 Bin BST IE ie 

} aD IAGEI RO REIN IEE — ata: ate KK 
BIO WE MSO GRR G+ BheG 8F er 00d Oe ee 

Add LOHE ER: BPRS SHE ae RAN 


Nap? ta | sep Baby rhe a 





2. Codex Zographensis. National Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg (Glag. 1). Photograph by Sean 
Kernan from Vajs 1932. 
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2. The Codex Zographensis (3.42) is a Macedonian fourfold Gospel from the end of the 
tenth or beginning of the eleventh century. Folio 131r contains the beginning of the Gospel 
of Luke (1.1—5).334 The recognized antiquity of the phonetic features of the Zographensis in- 
cludes consistent marking of the softness of n’ (pon’ eze, o n’ixbze). On the other hand, note 
the omission of the jers within roots (mnozi, vséxb, psati) and the replacement of 5 by 4 in 
the adjectival suffix -sn- (izvéstsntixb, slavbnbi). On the right margin of the folio there is a 
Cyrillic notation which appears to be as old as the codex itself consisting of a two-word voca- 
tive expression, na¢Nlsnbit dr[b]Zavbnié[e] ‘O, supreme Master!’. Below it and at the bot- 
tom of the page there is a later addition in red ink identifying the day on which the church 
calendar prescribes the reading of this portion of the Gospel, which shows that the tetra was 
also used as a full lectionary Gospel (evangeliary). A cross is inscribed slightly above the line 
at the beginning of verse 5 (line 15). 


[Transliteration] [Translation] 


EVAG’ ELIE GOSPEL 
OT LOUKDI: OF LUKE: 
[1] Pon’eZe ubo - mnozi naéNsN - [1] Forasmuch as many have begun 
Ciniti povéstb - 6 izvé to compose a tale about 
5 Stbnblxb Vb nasb vestexb - things well known among us, 
[2] ékoZe prédaSN nam- bbiv, [2] Even as they delivered them unto 
Sei tskoni samovidbci - us, who from the beginning were eye 
{slug slovesi - [3] izvo witnesses and ministers of the word; 
li sN U mpné xoZd8ii - T [3] It also seemed good to me, having 
10 sprbva po vséxb vb Isti had firsthand knowledge of all this, 
ng po redu psati tebe - to write to you in order, 
slavbnat feofile - [4] dara most excellent Theophilus, [4] so that 
zuméeSi - 6 n’ixbZe nau you will understand the certainty 
Cilb sN ési slovesext - about the words about which you 
1S utvrbZdenbe - + [5] bbiste have learned. [5] There was 
vb dpni troda c(ésa)ré - tiidetska - in the days of Herod, the king of Judea, 


334, Here and in other examples, the text of the Gospels is segmented and numbered according to the system devised 
by the deacon Ammonius of Alexandria (second-third centuries). Ammonius’ system was used in Slavic manuscripts up 
to the seventeenth century, when it was replaced by the now familiar segmentation into chapters as proposed in 1205 by 
Stephen Langton, archbishop of Canterbury (1207-1228). The segmentation into verses was introduced in 1551 by the 
Parisian printer Robert Stephane. 





3. Codex Assemanianus. Vatican Library (Cod. Vat. Slav. 3). Photograph by courtesy of Aksinia DZurova. 
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3. The Codex Assemanianus (3.41.1) is a Macedonian evangeliary of the eleventh cen- 
tury written in classical rounded Glagolitic letters. Folio 43r contains portions of readings for 
the tenth Saturday and Sunday after Pentecost (the end of a reading from Matthew 18 and the 
first part of a reading from Matthew 17). Among the spelling peculiarities of the monument, 
note especially the non-etymological use of the jers: 6 written after k and g, 4 written for 6 
after r, omission of weak jers in line-final position, random confusion of the jers (zs/é). At 
the top of the folio there is a Cyrillic note specifying the day of the week and the tone: 
ne(délja) «1: své(s)3> - 1: agla(s)a : : ¥:redb: - ‘the tenth week, the tenth svétilsns, 
and the first tone of the second row [i.e., the fifth tone]’. Another Cyrillic note was added in 
the right margin: eva(nge)le : na ev(t)ap(a)pado : z : - ‘Gospel for heptapdpadon 7’. The 
Greek term heptapdpadon ‘that which is consecrated by seven priests’ refers to holy oil used 
in the administration of extreme unction.**° 


[Transliteration] [Translation] 
a a 

(Matt. 18.3] vb c(ésarb)stvo ne [Matt. 18.3] “into the Heavenly 
b(e)snoe - [4] 1Ze bo Kingdom. [4] But he who 
sN sbmérith will humble himself 
éko T otroéN se - like this child, 

5 tbéstb bolii 5 he is the greatest 
vb c(ésa)rstvii n(e)b(esbnée)mb in the Heavenly Kingdom.” 
NE(DELJA T POL E(VANG’ELIE) 10[th] SUNDAY AFTER 50 [PENTECOST] 
O(T) M(AT@EJA) GL(AV)A RND - : - GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 

CHAPTER 175 

Vt Ono (vréme) [Matt. 17.14] E(lové)kp At that time [Matt. 17.14] a 
€lerb pri man came 

10 stop! kp 10 upto 
is(us)u - Klané Jesus bowing 
@ésN emul to Him and 
gl(agol)N - [15] G(ospod)! po saying, [15] “Lord, 
milui s(y)na mo have mercy on my 

15 ego - Ekonanov 1s son, for he is 
bi m(ése)cN bésbnu moonstruck337 
e(th) SN 1 zplé stfa and suffers 
Zdetb - mnozi greatly, For he 
cej0 bo padaét often falls 

20 na 6gnb - I mno 20 into fire and 
gast! vb vo often into 
do - [16] I pr ivés _ water. [16] And I brought 
1 kp uéenikomb him to your 
tvoims I ne v disciples and they 


335. For expected svét, which stands for svétilon», that is, a troparion asking for light and enlightenment, chanted 
during the morning service after the last (ninth) canticle of the canon. 

336. The note marks the verse of the Gospel that is recited by the priest administering the sacrament. Such Cyrillic 
notes, occurring throughout the monument, suggest that for a time Glagolitic and Cyrillic were used concurrently in the 
liturgy. 

337. Literally, ‘on new moons he is possessed’. 
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20 


zmogosN icé 
hued - (17}6t 
véStavb Ze 

b 
i(su)sb rece - 'e) rode 
nevérent ira 
zvrastenb - do 
kolé vb vasb 
bode - do kolé 
trppljg vii - 
privedéte mi T 
sémo - (18] I zapré 
tiému i[su]st - I 
izide iz nego bé 
sb « | ic&lé otro 
kb toms éasé - 
[19] Togda pristg 
pase iigenici 
kp is(u)su édino 
mu résN - Po & 
to mBI ne Vb 
zmogoxoms I 
Zgbnati Ego - 
[20] I(su)sp Ze rete imb 
za nevérbstvo 
vase - Ami(n) g(lago)ijo 
vamp - ase ima 
te vérg akp! 
zrbno gorusbno - 
Retete goré sei - 
preidi 6th sq 
dé tamo - i préi 
(detp) 
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could not 
cure him.” 
(17] And answering 

b 
Jesus said, “O faithless 
and perverse 
generation! How 
long shall I be 
among you? How long 
shall I suffer you? 
Bring him to me 
hither.” {18] And Jesus 
rebuked him [the devil}. And 
the devil departed out of 
him. And the child 
was cured that very hour. 
{19] Then the disciples 
having come up 
to Jesus [when he was] alone, 
said, “Why 
{is it that] we 
could not 
cast him out?” 
(20] And Jesus said to them, 
“Because of your unbelief. 
Verily I say 
to you, if you have 
(as little] faith as 
a grain of mustard seed, 
you will say to this mountain, 
‘Move from here 
to there,’ and it will 
[move].” 





| 


o ererenr eres eitrtiaee «pepe hs er RNR ee Oe eh eR at YEG | pte ns = 


ae rernmnnmie s 





4. Baska Stone. Croatian Academy of Sciences, Zagreb. Photograph by Sean Kernan from a reconstruction in Kati¢i¢/Novak 1988. 
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4. The Baska Stone contains an inscription from about 1100 affirming a land donation 
made by the Croatian king Zvonimir to the parish of St. Lucia on the island of Krk. The Baska 
inscription exhibits features of Church Slavonic of Croatian recension, writing (j)u for (j)e, 
e for ¢, i for y, and using one jer only (x). It provides the only example of transition from 
Glagolitic of the rounded Macedonian type to the angular Croatian alphabet.7*8 


[Transliteration] 


+... [vb ime ot]ca i sina [i sve]tago duxa az, 
opat[] drbzixa pisaxb se o lediné juze 
da zvbnbmirb kralb xrbvatbske{i vb] 
dni svoe vb svet[uju] luciju i s[vedo} 

5 mi Zupans desimra krebavé mraf{tin}s vp I[i] 
cé pr(ez)b(itr)b neb(o)gba...bposl...vin...1é...vb...vo 
tocé da ize to por(e)ée klbni i bo(gs) i 12 a(posto)lai4 e 
va(n)g’(e)listi i s(ve)taé lucié am(e)nb da ize sdé Zive 
th moli za ne boga azb opat d(o)brovith zb 

10 daxb crékbvb siju 1 svoeju bratiju sb dev 

etiju vb dni kbneza kospmeta oblad 
ajucago vbsu kprainu i béSe vb te dnim 
ikula vb octoébci st svetuju luciju vb edino 


[Translation] 


+... In the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, I, 
abbott DrbZixa, wrote this conceming the land which 
Zvonimir, the Croatian king, gave in 
his days to St. Lucia. And the witnesses [were] 
5 Zupan Desimir in Krbava, Martin in Lika, 
the unworthy priest . . . [?] in 
Otok. Whoever denies this, let him be cursed by God and the twelve apostles and the four 
evangelists and Saint Lucia. Amen. And whoever lives here 
10 let him pray for it to God. I, abbot Dobrovit, 
built this church with nine of my brethren 
in the days of prince Cosmas ruling 
over the entire province. And in those days [the parish of St.] 
Nicholas in Oto&ac was joined with [the parish of] St. Lucia. 


338. The inscription is generally well preserved. There are, however, several places where individual letters and even 
words cannot be made out with certainty, leading to variant readings. I have adopted here some of the reconstructions pro- 
posed by Hamm 1952 and Fucié 1971. In line 1 the letter +, symbolizing the cross, appears to be followed by a numeral 
(date?). The second half of line 6 is too damaged to allow verifiable interpretations. 
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5. The Hum Graffito was discovered in 1949 by Branko Fuci¢ among the frescoes of the 


twelfth or beginning of the thirteenth century. It represents an attempt by the church priest to 
keep count of the masses said for the eternal rest of one of his parishioners, a certain Martin 


Church of St. Jerome in the village of Hum in Istria and may be dated from the end of the 
{ ‘ 4 the smith. The priest marked the number of masses by making notches on the wall next to the 
; altar and added the following reminder to himself (Fucié 1971:252—254, Katici¢ and Novak, 
~~ b/ 5 eds. 1988:35): 
. 2 
by te 3 
’ om [Transliteration] [Translation] 
E 
vay & | Kovaéa Marntine e For Martin the smith 
& 2 své ge vzeta ino 30 [masses] altogether. [An 
FS oste edna obligation to say] one more has 
a been taken. 
= % 
a | 
aS an 3 | 
Z | 
\ . i 
2 
i 
ae 
E } 
é | 
ag 
me 2 | 
vo 
EME | 
¢ Cc 
nn 
Sean 2 | 
“eo ie = 
Rs 
Ss j 
Sam 2 | 
a 
WS F 
Bay 
j =) 
wisi FL 
v 
E 
See S | 
2 
Ree, a | 
ree =) 
= 
eee, oO 
pttneeeemee ae Ss / 
et ee 5 | 
nxn 
o 
eo Buse! § | 
=r oe haf wd x= 


ee 





by Sean Kerman. 


] 
6. Beinecke Glagolitic Fragment. Beinecke Library, Yale University, New Haven, Conn. Photograph 
| 
i 
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6. The Beinecke Glagolitic Fragment is a bifolium containing a fragment of a Croatian 


[Transliteration] 
a 


(6 Se azb v]} 

idéxb po srédé pre 

stola b(o)zié - i - 2 

iv(o)tnixb - i po srédé - 

staracb agnacb st 

oetp - €ko iskolenb - imuc’ 

rogb - Z- i ogesb -Z - ede 

suth + Z + d(u)xb b(0)zZixb po 
slani v(b) vsu z(e)mlju - [7] I pr 
ide i priétp knigi o(t) des 

nice sédé¢ago na pres 

tolé - [8] I egda priets kn 

igi - se -@ + Zivome -i -7- 

i - g- stariSine pado 

Se nicb pred(b) agancemb 

imuce kaZdo ixb gusl 

i - i piéli zlati + plni 
bl(a)gouxanié eZe sutb 

m(o)I(it)vi s(ve)tixs -[9] i poéxu p 
ésnb novu gi(agol)juce - Dos 
toénb esi g(ospod)i priéti kn 

igi - i otréSiti peca 

ti ixb - éko zakolenb es 

i - iiskupi ni b(og)u krviju 
svoeju - o(t) vsakogo kol 

ene i éz(i)ka ljudi i plem(e)n 

e - [10] i stvoril ni esi b(og)u n(a) 
Semu c(ésa)ri i erée - ve(ésa)rit 
ise na z(e)mli - [11] I vidéxn i 
sliSaxb - gl(a)sb ang’(e)lb m[nozixs]} 


b 


{okolo préstola i} 

€- Ziv(o)tnixe - i staré 

Sinb - i bé Gislo ixb - t’m 

it’mami - i tisuéa ti 

su¢(a)mi -[12] I v’piéxu gl(a)s(o)m’ 


| missal of the late fourteenth or early fifteenth century housed in the Beinecke Rare Book and 
Manuscript Library at Yale University. Note the features of the Croatian recension of Church 
Slavonic: i for y , e for ¢, u for 9, ¢ for LPSi. ’’, one-jer (6) orthography, a for the jers in strong 
position. The writing is angular Glagolitic with many ligatures, typical of Croatia from the 
fourteenth century on. Folio 1, columns a and part of b, contain the reading for the Vigil of 
All Saints (Revelation 5.6—12): 


[Translation] 


(6 and 1) 

beheld in the midst of the 

divine throne and of the four 

beasts, and in the midst 

of the elders, a Lamb standing, 

as [it had been] slaughtered, having 
seven horns and seven eyes which 

are the seven Spirits of God sent 

forth into all the earth. [7] And he 
came and took the book from the right 
hand of him sitting upon the throne. 
(8] And when he had taken the 

book, lo, the four beasts and twenty 
and four elders fell 

down before the Lamb, 

each having a harp 

and golden vials full of 

aroma which are the 

prayers of saints. [9] And they sang 
anew song saying, “You are 

worthy, o Lord, to take the 

book and to open 

its seals; for you were slaughtered and 
with your blood redeemed us for God, 
(men] from every tribe 

and tongue, people and nation.” 

{10] and have made us unto our God 
emperors and priests to reign 

on the earth. [11] And I beheld and 
heard the voice of many angels 


{around the throne and of] 

the four beasts and the elders. 

And the number of them was multitudes 
of multitudes and a thousand of 
thousands. [12] And they cried with a 


- 
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5 veliemp g(lago)ljuée - Dost 
oénp e(sth) ag(a)nacb iZe zako 
lent e(stb) priéti silu i b(o)zZ 
stvo i premudrostb i kr 
epostp - i Caste i si(a)vu 
10 i bi{agoslove)nic v v(&)ki v(é)kp - 


loud voice saying, “Worthy 

is the Lamb that was slaughtered 
to receive power, and Godliness, 
and wisdom, and strength 

and honor, and glory, 

and blessing for ever and ever. 


“e 
S 
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7. Mostie’s Inscription. National History Museum, Sofia. Photographs by Sean Kernan from Ivanova 
1955. Tracing from Stojanov/Janakiev 1960. 
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Cyrillic 


1. Mostié’s Inscription (3.53) is inscribed on the slab covering the tomb of a certain 
Mostié, who was a érgubylja>*? during the reign of the Bulgarian kings Symeon (893-927) 
and Peter (927-969). It was found in 1952 in Preslav, the ancient capital of Bulgaria. 


[Transliteration] 


sbde leZith mo 
stich €rbgoubs 
lja beiveti pr(i) 
siimeoné c(ésa)ri 
Ss ipri petré c(ésa)ri o 
s(m)njg Ze dese 
th létb sbi osta 
vive Crbgoubbilb 
stvo I vbse iméni 
10 je bbists érbnori 
ZbCb | Vb lOMb Sb 
Vibsi Ziznb SvojQ 


[Translation] 


Here lies 

Mostié, who was 
érgubylja at [the time of] 
King Symeon 

and King Peter. 

Being eighty years 

old, having given 

up the [rank of] érgubylja 
and all possesions, 

he became a monk 

and thus 

ended his life. 


339. Apparently a Proto-Bulgarian official rank, but the exact meaning of this term is not known. 





HBLHM AW TIYAHC] 
HNAHCT ALO Ox Ag 
TZICAMIOHIEIAD Lex 
NO AALTAKNAMAT 
® HHAT € PHHE SAY 
AI<PLCT Fx 14CH” 
HMevAoycqniv’ 


| CoAdTAR BE X yy 


cb AARPIANAD HC, 
AKT O OTAC ATBE 


YE: o4H N27 


8. Samuel's Inscription. National History Museum, Sofia. Photographs by Sean Kernan from Ivanova 
1955. Tracing from Karskij 1928. 
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2. Samuel's Inscription (3.53) is inscribed on the tombstone that Tsar Samuel (976-1014) 
placed over the grave of his parents and brother in 6501 (992/993). It is thus the only dated 
Old Church Slavonic text. It was found in 1898 on Lake Prespa in northern Greece and is 
now preserved in the National History Museum in Sofia. The names of Samuel’s family are 
confirmed or reconstructed on the basis of information provided by the eleventh-century Byz- 
antine chronicler John Scylitzes. Samuel! was the youngest son of Nicholas and Ripsimia; his 
three brothers were David, Moses, and Aaron.**? 


[Transliteration] [Translation] 

+ Vt ime Otbca i sb In the name of the Father and 
ina i s(ve)tago douxa a the Son and the Holy Ghost, I 
zb Samoipp**! rabs b(o)z{ii] Samuil, God's servant, 
polagag pameth [othe] place the memorial to my 

5 uimaterii brat{u n] father and mother and brother. 
a krpstéxb si[xb Ze] And at baptism 
imena Ousbpbs[ixb ni} the names of the deceased 
kola rab boZi[i ripsimi} Nicholas, God’s servant, Ripsimia, 
é davds napisa[xb se vb] David. I wrote this in the 

10 1éto otb sbtvo[renié miro] year from the creation of the 
u Z-:f 4 - inedifkta.. .] world 6501, indiction. . . 


340. It was Tsar Samuel who built up the Western Bulgarian kingdom (modern Macedonia). His defeat at the hands 
of the Byzantines in 1014 in the mountain pass of Kleidion in the Belasica range culminated in one of the most gruesome 
episodes in all history: Emperor Basil II had the Bulgarian captives (some fourteen thousand) blinded, except that one 
man in every hundred was left with one eye in order to be able to lead the rest back to Samuel. 

341. Over p, which was incised by mistake, there is a faint image of a correction to /. 
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the elders of the Jews, beseeching [him] 
to come and save his servant. [4] And they, 
having come to Jesus, asked him 


50r 


eamestly, saying to him that he to whom 

you might grant (this}] was worthy. [5] “For 

he loves our nation and he has built 

a synagogue for us.” [6] And Jesus went with 

them. And when he was not too far, 

the centurion sent friends to him 

saying to him, “Lord, do not trouble yourself, for I am 
not worthy that you should enter under my 

roof. [7] And this is why I did not deem myself 
worthy of coming to you. But say 

in a word, and my servant will be healed. 

{8] For I am a man placed under 

commanders, having soldiers under me. 

And I say to one, ‘Go!’ {and] he goes, and to another, 
‘Come!’ and he comes.” [9] And hearing this, 

Jesus marveled at him and turning toward 

the people following him, said, “Amen, I say 

to you, not even in Israel have I found so much 
faith.” (10] And retuming to the house, 

[the messengers found the ailing servant healed.] 


A me RE te oe a nr ieee meena 


NAAT OCT beam ORES: fy REP UN erp END 
NEY Ard BABA HE TT 1B "Res a algae 
CLTAWBREPANASITSAS RO: fe i ors Avs 
BRIAN fs HAAVTAHT Bb PRAIWKENATA TS | 
Bah 1A, 





at ore LBA PTE: HAKEN0 AHS Dr IAPR BAIN 
ee? LAIN Se lice Seal gra I 
MAIAH( REACT SHNNALA BOP Ht aA | NTH 


shies HEIBAATIA $b PHI BRIBAR UN LAKME a 


ee / PNAS casa AAI BANA NEB 
a CAB NH GE WHOPA: DZATUIN (197 
BAU a M4) heat cents fs belt f AXIS 
ee nana Ry ny FAB SY pre B PEAAP BT [BNL AW § hb 
sad ea HAD, ¢ Bika poe. es it PARE RO RH 


bE RUT EHR TIA LT f TEPC Ay GE Mi. 
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Fe: Hs s hoshdeesies Saas geeks 


Mk Ohne Th TIAN 
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“SNM MA LEER (ATT UO A SLL BRENT FT rie Rack 
MNO) NENA BpA UOT HLURB OR Be BALK 
Dib ere. tan) AKA IVCBRA BA 
j RABIN. RRA wT EN SHINS IEP HA, 
" xine ARRAN E LB IRS 1S Pre TUB 165 11.0 
“1g 9 0B TORK VETO UN BNA LE BRAIN OK 6 OB 
m APE TTIA KORN AAAX LAH APA BREF rN 
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10. Codex Suprasliensis. National Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg (Q.p.I. 72). Photograph by courtesy 


of Aksinia Dzurova. 


; hada ee wm w0 KER MBOT : 
4 PEAR AB OW ARLE ter. a H- xX ENOER SB ze 


7 


APPENDIX D: SAMPLES OF EARLY SLAVIC WRITING - 287 


4. The Codex Suprasliensis (3.44) is an East Bulgarian menaeum of the eleventh century 
for the month of March. Chapter 21 contains a homily for the feast of the Annunciation at- 
tributed to John Chrysostom. The Slavic translation departs here and there from the Greek 
text as given in Migne 60, pp. 791-796. Reproduced here is the final part of the homily 
(folio 8r of the seventeenth tetradion): 


[Transliteration] 


[Radoui sN 6bradova] 

naja gospodb sb tobojd - ouze ti neprijaznb 
ne oudobbjajétt - ide Ze bo prbvéje sepo 
statb branb poloZi « tou prbvéje vracp 
bpilije prilagajétn - j¢dou Ze natNtp 

5 ka isxodb simrbts imé - todou Ze Zivot’ 
vbxodb Zivotbnbli sbtvon - Zenojd vbz’ 
draste zblojé - i Zenojd istékajotp lou 
é6Saja - radouf sN 6bradovanaja - ne sra 
mbjat sN jako povinna sgéti 6sgZdenijti - 

10 mati bo blagodétijO bivajési 6sgzde 
noujému - radouf sN é6bradovanaja nevé 
sto - froditelinice Cista - zapousté 
vpSoudumu vbsemou mirou - radouf sN po 
grozpSija vb Crévé sbmbrtb mater 

15 n@ + radoui sN douSevennti xrame bozil - 
radoui sN ObéSteje ZiliSte - nebesi f ze 
mi - radoui sN nerazlocbnaago jéstbstva 
mésto prostranojé - simt dubo tako sote 
mb - pride kp bolestifms vrace - sédN 

20 Stiimb vi tbmé slinbce pravbdinojé 
javisN - vlinjaj@Stiime stisije - i ne 
vinnNStejé sN pristaniste - neprémé 
nno - nenavidNstiimp raboms 6tbng 
dé xodatai rodi sN - f mirou stvgzp - plé 

25 nénbif{mb rabom izbavitelb - pride 
borgstiims sb ljubbvbjd krépLkp po 
krovb - tb bo jéstt mirb naSb jémouze sp 
podobims sN - naslaZdati sN visegda - 
blagodéujo samogo xristosa - jémouze sla 

30 vaidrbzava - vb vékbl vékomb aminb «+ 


[Translation] 


(Hail, favored woman!} 
Lord be with you! Disfavor is no longer 
over you. For wherever the enemy [devil] ° 
first placed his curse, there the physician first 
applies the remedy. For whence 
5 from the beginning death issued, there life 
created a vital entrance. Through woman 
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20 


25 


evil grew, and through woman the better things 
gush forth. Hail, favored woman! Do not be 
ashamed as if deserving of condemnation! 

For through grace you are becoming mother of the 
condemned. Hail, favored bride 

and pure progenitrix of all the 

blighted world! Hail, you 

who have buried in your womb mother's death! 
Hail, spiritual temple of God! 

Hail, common dwelling-place of heaven 

and earth! Hail, limitless space of indivisible 
being! For because of this 

the physician has come to the sick; 

to those sitting in darkness the sun of righteousness 
has appeared; to those tossed by waves—a shelter 
and becalmed harbor, to the ever- 

hating**> slaves from now on 

a defender and a bond of peace is bom; 

to the enslaved the Redeemer has come; 

to those who struggle—a fortress. 

For He is our peace, and may we 

be like Him to take delight always 

by grace of Christ Himself! To whom 

be glory and power for ever and ever! Amen. 


343. In Greek misouménois ‘to the hated’. 
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11. Ostromir’s Evangeliary. National Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg (F.p.1. 5). Photographs by Sean 
Kernan from the facsimile edition Ostromirovo evangelie 1988. 
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5. Ostromir’s Evangeliary (3.41.1) is an example of the most festive and elegant Cyrillic 
uncial writing. It is also the earliest dated Slavic manuscript. It was copied in 1056/1057, most 
probably in Kiev, for the Novgorod posadnik (governor) Ostromir. Folio 112r and v contains 
the parable of Christ restoring the blind‘man to his sight (Luke 18.35-43):344 


[Transliteration] 


112r 
a 
ne(délja) - di - novoumnou i(ét)é 
: eva(ngelie) ots lou(ky) gla(va) skd 


Vb vréme oO 

no - [35] bbistb 
priblizi 

tise - (s)u 
s(o)vi vb e@ 


rixo - sléppcb 

nékli sédéa 

Se pri poti [36] slut 
Savb Ze narodp 
mimoxodestp - 
vipragaase - Cb 

to oubo jest se [37] po 
védase Ze jemou - 

jako it(su)s() nazara 
nin’ mimoxo 

dite (38) i th vbzb 

pi g(lago)lja il(su)se s(y)nou 
d(a)v(i)dovt - pomilou 
i me {39] i prédti 
doStei - préStaa 

xg jemou - da ou 
mibéith onb 

Ze - pace zélo vb 


112v 
a 


pijaase g(lago)lja - s(bi) nou 
d(a)v(i)d(o)vb pomilou 

i me [40] stave Ze il(su)s(p) - 
povelé privesti 

i kt sebé pribli 

ZSou Ze se jemou 


[Translation] 


14th Sunday of the new year*** 
Gospel according to Luke, chapter 224 


At that time 
[35] it happened 
that as Jesus 
approached 
Jericho, 


a certain blind man 

was sitting 

by the road, 

(36) And hearing people 
passing by, 

he asked 

what this was [about}. 

(37) And they told him 

that Jesus of Nazareth 

was passing by. 

[38] And he cried 

saying, “Jesus, Son 

of David, have mercy 

on me!” And those 

[39] who went in front forbade 
him [saying] that he should be 
silent, but he 

cried much more 


saying, “Son 

of David, have mercy on me!” 
[40] And Jesus, having stopped, 
commanded that he 

be brought to him. 

When he approached 


344. The letters are brown, the initials are red, green, and gold, and the headings of particular readings are gold. 


345. That is, the New Year of the September cycle. 
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kb njemou - vapro 

si i [41] g(lago)Ija &bto xo 
SteSi da ti s’tvo 

rQ ond Ze rece - g(ospod)i - 
da prozprQ [42} i1(su)s(t) Ze 
rece jemou prozb 

ri véra tvoja s(b)p(a)se 

te [43] i abije prozn 

ré i vaslédn je 

go idéaSe slave 

b(og)a i vasi Ijudi 

je vidéviSe - vb 


zdaSe xvalg 
bogovi +: - 
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him, he asked him 

(41) saying, “What do you 
want that I do for you?” 

And he said, “Lord, 

that I may see.” [42] And Jesus 
said to him, “Become sighted! 
Your faith has saved you.” 
[43] And immediately 

he became sighted and went 
after him, glorifying 

God and all the people 

who had seen [it} 


gave praise 
to God. 
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12. Miroslav’s Evangeliary. National Museum, Belgrade (SFRJ, No. 1536). Photograph from Stojanovié, 
ed., 1893-1894, by the Hilandar Research Library, Ohio State University, Columbus, courtesy of Predrag 
Matejic. 
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6. Miroslav's Evangeliary (3.41.1) is a richly illuminated manuscript transcribed in the 
province of Hum (modern Hercegovina) in the late twelfth century. It exhibits characteristic 
features of the Serbian recension of Church Slavonic (# for 4, (j)u for (j)e, e for g, occa- 
sionally i and ju for y and u). Folio 70 a—b contains the end of Matthew 4.23 and Matthew 


10:16-22, 10:26-28: 


15 


20 


10 


[Transliteration] 
a 


[4.23] .. . c(ésa)rstvié - icélée vsakb 
nedu(g) - | vsaku ezjii vb ljiidexu: - 


v p(o)ne(délpnik) - g - ne(délja)- (tb ma(tO&ja) - gl(av)a- 0: 3 - 


R(ed)e g(ospod)b svoimb ouc(e)nikoms - [10.16] se 
azb sljii vb! Eko Gvce po 

srédé vipkp + bjudéte Ze 

mudri éko zmie- i kro ; 
tci éko golubie - [17] vpne 

miléite Ze G(t) C(e)l(ové)kb - pré 

dadets bo vb! na sbnmb! 

ina sbnmisuxp vasi 

xb (ou)bijutb v1 - [18] i prédp 

vi(ady)ki Ze i c(ésa)re vedomi 

bjudete mene rad! - vb sb 

védénie imb - i ezbiko 

mb. [19] egda Ze prédadeth 

vbi ne pcéte se>*° kako tli 

cto vbzg(lago)lete - dastb bo 

se vamb Vb th éa(s)- Eto v 

bzg(lago)lete - [20] ne vbi bo ->47 [21] pré 

dast Ze bra(t) brata na 

Sbmrbtb: i O(tb)cb Cedo+ Vb 


b 


stanutb Geda na rodi 
tele i ubijiits e - (22) i budete nenavidim! vb 
sémi- imene moego ra 
di- prétrspévp! do k 
onca sp(a)senb bjidetb: - 
v vto(rpk)- g - ne(délja) - G(t)b ma(tO8ja) -S-V- : 
R(eé)e g(ospod)p svoimb oug(e)n(i)k(o)mb = 
[26] niétoZe bo pokrbve 
no estb eZe ne 6(t)krie 
th se - ni taeno eZe ne 
ouvédéno bjiidet - [27] ize . 


346. pbcéte se is 2 Sg. Impv. of pesti sg ‘to concern oneself’, cf. pesti, peke *cook’. 
347. Most of verse 20 is missing. 
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g(lago)ljil vamp - vp tmé recé 

te - oubo vb svété (ou)slbisite se - i eZe 
Vb uxo slbisite - propo 

védite vb krovéxp + (28) i 

ne uboite se 0(t) oubiva 

ju&ixs télo - a d(u)Se ne mo 

gjliStixe ubits - boite 

Ze se pate mogustago 

d(u§ju i télo pogubiti 

vb dbbri - (29] ne dvé Ii ptifci] 


(Translation] 


[4.23] . .. kingdom and healing all manner of 
sickness and all manner of disease among the people. 


On Monday, third week, according to Matthew, chapter 76 


The Lord said to His disciples, [10.16] “Behold, 
I send you forth as sheep 

in the midst of wolves. Be, therefore, 

wise like serpents and gentle 

like doves. [17] But beware 

of men, for they will 

deliver you to the assemblies 

and in your synagogues 

will kill you. [18] And 

you will be led before govemors and kings 

for my sake to offer 

testimony for them and for the heathens. 

{19} But when they deliver you up 

do not concern yourselves how or 

what you will say, for it will be given 

to you at that hour what 

you will say. [20] For it is not you. . . [21] And 
the brother will deliver the brother 

to death, and the father the child. 


b 


The children will rise up against their parents 
and will kill them. [22] And you will be hated 
by all for the sake of my name. 

He who endures to 

the end will be saved.” 


On Tuesday, third week, according to Matthew, chapter 202 


The Lord said to His disciples, 
{10.26] “There is nothing covered 
which will not be revealed, 


10 nor hidden which 
will not be known. [27] What 
I tell you in darkness, 
say so that it will be heard, and what 
you hear in the ear, 
15 preach from the rooftops. [28] And 
do not fear those who kill 
the body but are unable 
to kill the soul, but fear 
rather him who is able 
20 to destroy the soul and the body 
in the abyss. [29] Are not two [birds] 


nee rere nen ar atm re nant = Oh walt AR ER Un mt A AP a AP ei RSARD SM EAL NGS ED RAN Be WENA SAO iI Rt aM ECE 


Re inte BAN Pete oy RATNER NRA oh Otel Sin POO a ee, 


AAPA GPP RNa SD PIRSA RENE AO PIN IEEE Sid SOHO 
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PPAMOTA:W 72 HSN OMA PA ICAMH |S ONE 
see AD bates Bema Be ie EAN BINEMA, 
‘TORIZANAKBNAT ANH A NAN ECASOY 
NDR TT OMNTIP IY TH NAVANBINE TT OC Zz 
ye Ve Yk eR T pAamor On Ey 
PAD CETH A 0 YOY: KONEIS OMT Y 
Wie MP RAMON KEBACAAH BATA 
ieee ATE EECAVEBE TA AAK UYNE: 
TERR ANEE MANN TA TOKE OY Nera’ 































13. Birchbark gramota, no. 109. Novgorod archaeological excavations. Photographs by Sean Kernan from 
Arcixovskij/Borkovskij 1958. 
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7. The birchbark gramoty of northwestern Rus’ are short texts (usually letters) scratched 
on birchbark with a stylus. They provide valuable documentation of informal Cyrillic writ- 
ing practices. Reproduced here is the Novgorod birchbark gramota #109 from the turn of 
the twelfth century, published and interpreted by its discoverer, Artemij V. Arcixovskij 
(1958:38-41). It concerns a legal problem faced by Ziznomir, the sender of the gramota. 
Ziznomir is being accused by the princess because a certain Mikula had purchased in Pskov 
a female serf or servant. (One imagines that Mikula was Ziznomir’s associate or relative and 
that the slave had been stolen.) The retinue has pledged for Ziznomir (so that he would not 
be arrested for buying stolen property). Ziznomir instructs Mikula to find out whether the 
seller has a female slave (probably as a temporary replacement for the stolen one) and wants 
Mikula to buy a _ horse so that an investigator may be sent to the judicial confrontation 
(sévody). He also instructs Mikula not to accept any money if he has not done so already (pre- 
sumably as a refund from the seller to the buyer). A brief linguistic commentary on this 
gramota is provided in 3.52: 


[Transcription] 


gramota: Otb Ziznomira: kb mikoule: 
koupilt esi: robou: pliskove: a nbine me: 
vb tom: ela kpnegyni: a nbine se drou 
Zina: po meé poroutila: a nbine ka: posb 

5 like tomou: mouZevi: gramotou: ¢ li 
ou nego roba: a se ti xotu: kone koupi 
vb: i kbnezb mouzZb vbsadive: ta na sb 
vodpi: a ty atte esi ne vbzalb kun: 
texb: ane emli: ni€btoZe u nego: 


[Translation] 


Gramota from Ziznomir to Mikula. 
You have bought a female serf in Pskov. And now 
the princess has accused me. And now the 
retinue has pledged for me. And now send 
5 a gramota to that man, whether he has a 
female serf. And this is what I want you to do: having bought a horse 
and having given it to [lit. having put on it) the prince’s officer, [let him] 
go to the stvody. And you, if you have not taken that 
money, do not take anything from him. 














weleLomole nuavae” . 
Kigonubefin bone.” 
feLawuZaber x ne 
pri 1aZnanis- ‘avy : 
ease c ee ee eZ 
nanayodZlovueZki. Ns 


ayia: pomnenem fe 
da: Zino uuebdfi ni 
_ refemLe bowmu, ce 


14, Freising Fragments. Bavarian State Library, Munich (Clm 6426). Photograph by Sean Kernan from 
Isatenko 1943, 
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Roman 

The Freising Fragments represent the oldest extant attempt to use the Latin alphabet 
(Carolingian miniscule) to record a Slavic text (3.41.5). They contain two confessional for- 
mulas (Freising 1 and III) and a homily on penitence or the Adhortatio ad peenitentiam 
(Freising II). Following is the normalized transcription of the first folio of Freising II, in 
which the spirants (s, z, §, Z) and affricates (c, ¢) have been reconstructed. The vowels, ex- 
cept for several instances where g, é, and y are written eytmologically in the text (@ as un in 
b2, é as # in b13, y as ui in a5, a8, al0, b15), are transcribed as found (assuming loss of 
jers in the weak position). Here are a few examples from the beginning and the end of 
the passage: ded is written for etymological déd (al), v veki for v véky (a2), be for bé (a2), 
prijeml’ oéi for prijeml’ gci (a4), jesim for jes[e]m (b15), vznenavidese for vznenavidés¢ 
(b16—17), vzljubife for vzljubiSe (b17). 


(Transcription} 


[Translation] 


a 

E&te bi ded na¥ ne se If our ancestor had not 

greSil, te v veki jemu be sinned, he would have lived 
Ziti, starosti ne prijem forever, without experiencing 
loti, nikolije Ze pet old age, not having any sorrow 


ali ne imuji [imy?], ni slzna 
telese imoti, no v veki 
jemu be Ziti. Pone 


whatever, nor having a grieving 
flesh, but he would have 
lived forever. Since 


Se zavistju by ne he was expelled by 
prijazninu vignan diabolical envy 

10 od slavy bodije, potom from God's glory, from then on 
na narod élovecki sufferings and sorrows descended 


redu) translated as ‘without order’, that is, ‘random’. 





strasti i ipetali poj 
do, nemoéi i bzz>4* re 
du semirt. I paki, bra 
trija, pomenem se, 

da i sinove bo2i na 
reéem se. Potomu os 


b 


tanem six mirzkix [mirskix?] 


upon humankind, 

diseases and random [?] 
death. And yet, brothers, 

let us remember that we too 
are called the sons of God. 
Therefore, let us 


relinquish those vile [worldly?] deeds 


del eZe sot dela soto which are the deeds of Satan. 
nina. EZe trebu tvorim, Whether we offer sacrifices, slander 
bratra okleveta[e]m, eZe {our] brother, whether [for] thievery, 


tatva, eZe razboj, eZe pulti 
ugojenije, eZe roti koi{x] 

Ze ne pasem [pazim?], no je pre 
stopa(e]m, eZe nenavist, 

nic Ze tex del mirZe ne 


whether [for} murder, whether [for] 


‘gratification of the flesh, whether [for] 


oaths which we do not keep but 
break them, whether [for] hate, 
there is nothing more odious before 


348. The interpretation of this segment is difficult. Textologically simplest would be the reading bez redu (LPSI. bez 
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10 pred boZima o¢ima. mo 
Zete potomu, sinci, vi 
deti I sami razumeti 
ede beSe prvz Elo 
véci V lica tacie ako 

15 %ei my jesim tere ne 
prijaznina vznenavi 
dee A bodiju>*? vzljubise 


349. The feminine form of the adjective presupposes a feminine head noun which is not given in the text. 


God's eyes than these deeds. You 
can, therefore, see, my sons, 

and understand yourselves 

that people were formerly 

in appearance the same as 

we are. They also 

hated diabolica! [deeds] 

and loved divine 
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IZfaSw internationale Zeitschrift fiir allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, Leipzig 
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Petrograd, Leningrad 
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Lg 
Littst 
LiM 
PB 
PDRL 
PF 

PK 
PKS 
PSSUa 
PZ 
RES 
RicSt 
RL 

RO 

RS 
RStSU 
SEES 
SEER 
SF 
Slavia 
Slovo 
SiRev 
SLS 
SORJaS 
SovArx 
SR 
StBLit 
SWord 
TLP 
TMAO 
TODL 
UZKFP 
VestAN 
VJa 
VSJa 
Word 
WSJ 
ZFL 
ZfsPh 
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Pamjatniki staroslavjanskogo jazyka, St. Petersburg/Petrograd 
Przegigd Zachodni, Poznan 
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Slavic and East European Journal 
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Slavic Word. See Word 

Travaux linguistiques de Prague, Prague 
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3. Historical Setting 


Primary sources are shown in small capitals. Full references to Slavic texts (along with the 
Byzantine chronicles which were translated into Slavic and gained popularity throughout Or- 
thodox Slavdom), whether cited as primary sources for historical or linguistic investigations 
or as monuments of early Slavic writing, are given in section 5. Whenever possible, existing 
English translations were used (occasionally with minor adjustments). When such transla- 
tions could not be located, citations were translated anew. See also the list of sources for early 
Slavic history compiled by Peisker (1913:770-773) and a selection of the earliest sources in 
Piezia (1952). 
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Allott, Stephen (1974), Alcuin of York: His Life and Letters, York, Eng.: William Sessions. 
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Included are names of places, persons, tribes, and manuscripts, as well as selected linguistic terms. 


Aachen, 23 

ablative, 104 

ablaut, 78-79, 107, 112, 124, 
130-31, 137 

accentual system. See phonemic 
Pitch; stress 

accusative, 104, 145, 153 

acoustic analysis, 64 

acute. See phonemic pitch 

Adalbent, 239 

Adal!win (archbishop of Salzburg), 
24, 28, 36, 37, 4In 

Adam of Bremen, 47-48 

Adhortatio ad poenitentiam. See 
Freising Fragments 

adjective, 123, 128-29, 157; in 
Balto-Slavic, 70; gradation of, 105 

Adriatic Sea, 3, 4, 21, 22, 43, 52, 179 

Aegean Sea, 222 

Against the Bogomils, 196, 227-28 

Aio (of Benevento), 22-23 

Aitzetmilller, Robert, 225 

Akindin (hegumen of Caves Monas- 
tery), 224 

Alans, 14, 159 

Albanian, 67 

Alcuin, 14, 24 

Alemanni, 22, 45 

Alexander I (pope), 245n 

Alexander Il (tsar of Russia), 209 

Alexander Nevsky, 233 

Alexandria, 13 

Alexis Slavus, 234 

Alfred the Great, 44 

Alfrid, 36 

Alibei (lake), 55 

allophonic coloring (in vowels), 99 

Alphabet Prayer, 28, 167, 197-98, 
218-19, 221 

Alpine Slavs, 22 

Altbauer, Moshe, 207, 210, 223 

altemation -y ~é,/-¢ symbolized by 
Yy 125 


ee ee ee es 


analogy, grammatical, 161 

Anastasius (papal secretary), 26, 28,: 
33, 197 

Anatolian language family, 66 

Angelarius, 42 

Angles, 44 

Anglo-Saxons, 13-14 

animate, See subgender 

Annals of Fulda, 43n, 45, 239 

Annals of St. Bertin, 45, 48, 58 

Anno (bishop of Freising), 28, 36, 
37-38 

Anonymous Gallus, See Chronicle of 
Anonymous Gallus 

Anselmus Banduri Abecedarium, 175 

Antapodosis, 43 

Antes, 9, 15, 16 

Anthony (Greek monk), 214 

Antioch (patriarchate of), 202 

Antioch of Galatia, 214 

Antonin (archimandrite). See Ka- 
pustin, Andrej 

aorist, 140, 143; imperfective aorist, 
144; productive, 141-42, 179; 
root, 140, 179; sigmatic, 140-41, 
179 

apocrypha, 201-2 

apophony. See ablaut 

apostols, 206 

Aquileia, 23, 24-25, 52, 72, 186 

Araby, 241 

Archangel (district of), 204 

Archangel Evangeliary, 204 

Arcixovskij, Artemij V., 235 

Arians, 198 os 

Aristotle, 42, 199 

Arius, 13 

Armenia, 16, 67 - 

Armenian, 67 

Amo, 24, 35 

Arsenii (bishop of Tver), 224 

Arumaa, Peeter, 247 

Asia, 10n, 65 


a 


Askold, 57, 58n 

Asparukh (Bulgar khan), 20, 21 

aspect, 106, 134-35, 137n, 143-44; 
derived imperfectives, 132 

aspiration, 75-76; loss of 79-80 

Assemani, Joseph, 204 

Athanasius of Alexandria, 198, 
211-13, 215 

Athens, 18 

Athos, Mount, 27n, 206, 208-9, 216, 
218, 222, 227, 230, 234, 249-50 

Adantic Ocean, 8, 65 

Attila, 6 

Augustine Hippo, 214 

Australia, 70 

Ausirasia, 22 

Austria, 22 

Austria-Hungary, 72, 243, 245n 

Avars, 7n, 10-11, 17-23, 25, 35-36, 
41, 46, 51, 54 

Azov, Sea of, 20, 30 

“Azb jesmb vbsemu miru svete,” 
219 

“AzB tebé pripadaju milostive,” 219 


backing of 2, 87, 88, 133 

Baghdad, 56, 59 

al-Bakri, 46 

Balaban, Hedion, 210 

Balaton (lake), 32 

Balkan Peninsula, 8, 15—16, 18, 19n, 
21, 29, 43, 46, 54, 67, 72, 89, 159, 
180, 184, 186, 193, 223, 229, 235 

Balkan Slavs, 21, 174 

Balkans, 244, 248, 250 

Baltic language family, 6, 7, 68, 76, 
87, 92, 141 

Baltic Sea, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. 17, 20n, 

* 46, 52, 54, 55, 56, 57, 59n, 73 

Baltic Slavs, 47 

Balto-Slavic, 68, 70, 77, 79, 80, 83, 
89, 93, 104, 155 

Balts, 7, 52, 54 
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Banduri, Anselmo, 175 

Basac, German, 251 

Bardas Ceesar, 31 

Basil I of Caesarea, 40n, 202, 211, 
214, 223, 225 

Basil II, 236 

Batka, 235 

Baska Stone, 179, 184, 235, 270-71 

Baudouin de Courtenay, Jan, 64n, 
70, 90, 247 

Bavaria, 23, 36, 45, 50, 52 

Bavarian Geographer, 44, $1, 239 

Bavarians, 23, 35, 36, 41-42, 43n, 
45-46, 186, 207, 208 

Bebek (Khalai, suburb of Constan- 
tinopie), 18 

Beinecke Glagolitic Fragment, 
274-76 

Belarus, 2, 7, 60, 74, 165n 

Belarussian, 68, 74 

Belgrade, 19, 27n, 42, 210, 236 

Beli¢, Aleksandar, 246 

Belisarius, 15 

Bellum avaricum, \8n 

Beloozero, 56, 57 

ben Asriel, Abraham, 238 

Benevenio, 22 

Berezan’ (St. Aitherios Island), 55 

ben Isaac, Solomon, 238 

Bemeker, Erich, 248 

biaspectual verbs, 134 

biblical exegeses, 210-11 

biblical texts, 201 

Birch bark gramoty, 234-35, 298-99 

Birka, 57n, 59n 

Bimbaum, Henrik, 2n, 303 

Bithynia, 29 

Bitola, 236 

Black Sea, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, 29, 43, 
54-56, 66, 159 

Bobrowski, Micha!, 212, 249 

Bodjanskij, Osip M., 249 

Bohemia, 14, 19, 22, 25, 27, 43-46, 
47, 51-52, 67, 71, 162-63, 
165-66, 187, 193, 205, 208, 211, 
217, 222, 238, 243, 251 

Bohemian Forest, 46 

Bohemians, 44-45 

Béhmer, 4 

Bohorit, Adam, 72 

Boii, 4, 19 

Boiki, 19 

Bojan (son of Symeon), 43 

Bojana, 185, 204, 249 

Bojana Evangeliary, 185, 204, 249 

Boleslav I (of Bohemia), 44n, 53 

Bolestaw III Wrymouth (of Poland), 
$2 

Bolestaw the Brave (of Poland), 52 

Bologna Psalter, 211, 250 

Bolxovitinov, Evgenij, 21! 

Boniface, Saint, 14, 25 

Book of Precious Valuables, 59 

Book of Routes and Kingdoms, 56 


Book of the Secrets of Enoch 
(Enoch 2), 202 

Bopp, Franz, 242 

Boris/Michael (of Bulgaria), 25, 42, 
43, 198 

Bofivoj (of Bohemia), 43-44 

Bosau, 47 

Bosnia, 19, 165n, 166, 228 

Bosnia and Hercegovina, 71, 244, 
245n, 250 

Bosnians, 72 

Boso (bishop), 50 

Bosphorus, 18, 29 

Boti, 4 

Brandenburg, 14, 47 

Braslav (of Croatia), 25 

Brittany, 3 

Briickner, Aleksander, 6, 70, 248, 
252 

Brugmann, Karl, 70, 245 

Budini, 2 

Budy3in (city), 73 

Bug (river), 2, 51 

Bulaxovs’kyj, Leonid A., 96 

Bulgar (on the Volga), 57n, 59 

Bulgaria, 6, 20-21, 25-26, 33n, 
40-42, 51, 55, 71, 162-63, 176, 
178-79, 185, 186-88, 195-96, 
198-99, 206, 213, 222-25, 
228-29, 230, 232-34, 236, 244, 
245n, 250-51, 279 

Bulgarian, 71 

Bulgarian Legend (Life of Clement 
of Ohrid), 27 

Bulgarians, 7, 32 

Bulgars, 7, 7n, 19-21, 54, 56, 59, 
159 

Burgundians, 13-14 

Burgundy, 21n 

Buslaev, Fedor I., 245n 

Butler, Thomas, 233 

Byckov's Psalter, 207 

Byzantium, 9-10, 14-18, 19n, 
20-21, 25, 29, 31, 33, 40-41, 43, 
49, 54, 57-58, 67, 69, 71-72, 193, 
195-96, 198, 228, 233 


calques, 194-95 

Canada, 71, 74 

Canterbury, 14 

Capaldo, Mario, 224 

Carantania (Carinthia), 13, 22, 
23-25, 28, 41, 52, 72, 162-63, 
186, 193, 208 

Carloman (son of Louis the German), 
28, 36-37, 45 

Carolingians, 21, 44, 46, 239 

Carpathian Mountains, 7n, 9, 19, 5t 

case, 104, 153-54. See also ablative; 
accusative; dative; genitive; in- 
strumental; locative; nominative; 
vocative 

case syncretism, 104, 125 

Casimir the Great (of Poland), 166 


Caspian Gates, 30 

Caspian Sea, 8, 20n, 29, 30, 54, 56, 
59, 66 

Cassiodonis, 9n 

Catherine I (empress of Russia), 
205, 221 

Cato, 214 

Caucasus, 10, 30 

Caves Monastery Paterik, 215, 224, 
224n, 234 

Celtic language family, 8, 21n, 66, 
67, 76, 79, 159 

Celts, 1, 4-8, 13-14 

Central Asia, 10, 165n 

Central Europe, 2, 5, 8, 21-22, 34, 
35, 38, 41, 46, 54, 67, 89, 159, 
174, 248 

cenium languages, 77n, 80 

Césis (town), 5 

Channon, Robert, 91 

Charlemagne, 10, 10n, 11, 14-15, 
23, 24, 35, 36n, 45, 46 

Charles (son of Louis the German), 
45 

Charles IV (of Bohemia), 165, 205 

Charles de Guise, 205 

charters, 233 

Chemigov, 55 

Chégebuz (Coitbus), 73 

Chosroes (of Persia), 7 

Chronica (of Archbishop Isidor), 18 

Chronica Boemorum. See Chronicle 
of Cosmas 

chronicles: native, 230-32; trans- 
lated, 228-30 

Chronicle of Anonymous Gallus, 52, 
220n, 230 

Chronicle of Constantine Manasses, 
230 

Chronicle of Cosmas, 43, 230, 239 

Chronicle of George Syncellus, 229 

Chronicle of George the Monk, 237 

Chronicle of John Matatas, 49, 228, 
230 

Chronicle of John Zonaras. See His- 
torical Compendium 

Chronicle of the Stavs, 47 

Chronograph Alexandreis, 230 

Chronograph “po velikomu 
izloeniju," 228 

Chuds, 57 

Church Slavonic, 68, 71, 74, 190-91 

circumflex. See phonemic pitch 

Clement, Saint, 26, 30, 31, 33, 35 

Clement II, 205 

Clement of Ohrid, 27, 35n, 39, 41, 
42, 43, 188, 189n, 198, 198n, 209, 
211, 213, 215n, 217, 220, 227, 251 

Clotaire I, 22 

Cloz, Paris, 212 

Clozianus. See Giagolita Clozianus 

Codex Aquileiensis. See Gospel of 
Cividale 

Codex Argenteus, 13n 
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Codex Assemanianus, 31n, 172, 178, 
180, 182, 184-85, 189, 198, 204, 
210, 266-69 

Codex Marianus, 178, 184, 189, 
209-10, 222, 242n, 249, 250 

Codex Suprasiensis, 138, 189, 212n, 
215, 235n, 237, 249, 286-88 

Codex Zographensis, 178, 183-85, 
189, 209, 222, 242n, 250, 264-65 

cognates, 61-62, 155 

Cologne, 46 

Colomon (of Hungary), 239 

Common Slavic, 78n. See also 
Proto-Slavic 

Commonitorium, 39, 40n 

Commonwealth of Independent 
States, 74 


compensatory lengthening, 100, 124, 
141 


complementary distribution, 75n, 81, 
84, 86, 93 

compound verbal categories, 148 

Concise Chronicle of George the 
Monk, 229 

Concise History (Nicephorus), 18n, 

conditional, 105, 148 

Conev, Ben’o S., 251 

conjugation system: in Balto-Slavic, 
70; in PIE, 137; in Proto-Slavic, 
138-145; two-siem, 70. See also 
verb 

consonant clusters, 82-83, 141 

Constans I (Byzantine emperor), 
15n 

Constantia, 55 

Constantine IV (Byzantine emperor), 
20 


Constantine VI (of Byzantium), 14 

Constantine Manasses, 229 

Constantine of Preslav, 42, 43, 
197-99, 208, 211-17, 219, 231 

Constantine the Great, 11, 183n 

Constantine the Philosopher, 20n, 21, 
26-35, 38-45, 53, 71-72, 166-65, 
173-174, 176, 178-79, 186-87, 
194, 196-98, 201, 203, 207, 217, 
219, 227, 243, 251 

Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 19, 21, 
25, 51, 55, 57n, 58-59, 174, 228, 
238 


Constantinople, 10-11, 14~15, 18, 
20n, 25, 30, 35, 40, 43, 55, 58, 71, 
172, 186, 198-99, 205, 222-23, 
228, 233 

Conversio Bagoariorum et Caran- 
rede 23-24, 28, 35, 36, 41n, 
167 

Carinthia. See Carantania 

Comelius Nepos, 4 

Corvey, 48, 50 

Cosmas, 43, 43n, 44n, 52, 196, 228 

Cosmas's Healer, 227 

Cottbus. See Chésbuz 


Courland, 5 

Cozharius, 24 

Cracow, 46, 53, 73, 166, 238 

Cres (island), 235 

Crezpénians, 47, 48 

Crimea, 30 

Croatia, 14, 19, 25, 52, 71, 162-63, 
165, 166n, 179, 187-188, 235, 243 

Croatian, 71-72 

Croats, 19, 21, 44, 72 

Cudovo Psatter, 21) 

Cyril (metropolitan of Kiev), 233 

Cyril, Saint. See Constantine the 
Philosopher 

Cyril of Alexandria, 211, 214 

Cyril of Jerusalem, 212, 213 

Cyril of Turov, 211, 213, 219 

cytillic alphabet: 177, 165-67, rela- 
tive to Glagolitic, 179-80; survey 
and origin of letters, 168—72; writ- 
ing practices, 180-84 

Cytevs'kyj, Dinitry. See Tschizevskij 

Czech, 68, 72, 94 ' 

Czech Republic, 72 

Czechs, 4,7 


d’ and t’, reflexes of, 95-96, 102, 169 

Dagobert I (Merovingian ruler), 22 

Dagome iudex, 239 

Dalmatia, 14, 18-19, 52, 71, 165-66, 
177, 209, 222, 230, 235 

Dalmatin, Juri, 72 

Danidi¢, Djuro, 251 

Danube (river), 5-7, 9, 13, 15, 19, 
20, 22-23, 25, 42, 44-45, 54-55, 
186, 230, 233, 239 

dative, 104, 145, 153-54; absolute, 
150 

De administrando imperio, 19, $1, 
174, 238 

De aedificiis, 15 

De bellis, 15 

De origine actibusque Getarum,9 

declension: adjectival, 123, 128-129; 
nominal, 123-26; pronominal, 
101, 123, 126-28 

Dédogans, 51 

deep structure, 61n 

Delbriick, Bertold, 245 

Demosthenes, 43 

denasalization, 92, 99, 192n, 235 

Denmark, 44, 52 

Derbent, 30 

Deveviiane, 184 

Dervan (of the Sorbs), 22 

desinence, 104; hard and soft, 86, 
124, 125 fe 

determined-nondetermined. See sub- 


aspect . 

Devos, Pau!, 26 

diacritics, in various Slavic lan- 
guages, 88n; borrowed from 
Greek, 172 ° 

dialects, 162-64 
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Diels, Paul, 248 

Dionysius Thrax, 24] 

diphthongs, 77; with j, u, 86-88: 
with liquids, 93-95; with nasals, 
92-93 

Dir (Varangian leader), 57, 58n 

distinctive features, 64, 65 

Ditzina (river), $5 

di and ¢l, reflexes of, 89, 92 

Dnestr (river), 9, 20, 43 

Dnieper (river), 1, 6, 7, 9, 20, 51, 54, 
55, 58, 238 

Dobrava (daughter of Boleslav 1), 53 

Dobrejgo, 210 

Dobrej§o's Gospel, 210, 251 

Dobrev, Ivan, 227 

Dobrian Menaeum, 28, 249 

Dobrilo's Evangeliary, 206 

Dobromi:, 210, 223 

Dobromir’s Gospel, 210, 223 

Dobrovsky, Josef, 72, 243 

Dobruja, 20, 20a, 236 

Dominic (papal legate), 39 

Dominicus, 36 

Dona (river), 29 

ane of Cyril the Philosopher, 


Dotans, 47 

Dragan's Menaeum, 27, 382, 208, 
216, 217 

Dragovit, 46n, 47 

Drahomira, 44n 

Drava (river), 23, 24 

Drinking bowl inscription, 236 

Dubrovnik (Ragusa), 18 

Dubrovskij's Menaeum, 208 

Dujéev, Ivan, 26, 27n, 198n 

Dulebians, 10 

Durazzo (Dyrrachium), 18 

srs Father Francis, 2, 5-6, 29, 

Dybo, Vladimir A., 96 

Dymin (city), 47 


@, 99, 162-63, 167, 234-35 

é,, 86-88, 89, 125 

East Franks, 34, 36, 38, 44, 46 

East March, 22, 25, 36 

East Slavic, 5, 6, 10, 26, 43, 54, 57, 
59, 60n, 74, 90, 92-93, 99, 101-3, 
160, 163 

East Slavs, 9, 51n, $3-54 

Eastern Europe, 54, 57 

Ecclesiastic Discourse, 198 

Ecclesiastical History (John of Ephe- 
sus), 16 

Ecloga, 232 

Efremovskaja korméaja, 232 

Efrosinija of Polock, 236 

Efrosinija's cross inscription, 236 

Egypt, 166n, 223, 228 

Egyptian Paterik, 224 

Einhard, 10-11, 45 

Ekihardus, 24 
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Eibe (river), 2, 5, 19, 21, 46, 47, 73, 
239 

enclitics, 96 

England, 14, 44 

Enina (village), 206 

Enina Apostol, 190, 206 

epenthic /’, 85 

epenthic vowels, semivowels, 77, 
94-95 

Ephraim the Syrian, 213 

Epictetus, 214 

epigraphs, 235-37 

Epiphanius of Cyprus, 212 

Epirus, 21, 52 

epistolary writing, 234-35 

Euchologium Sinaiticum, 178, 180, 
182, 189, 207, 222, 242n, 223 

Europe, 13, 15, 21, 65 

evangeliaries, 203-206 

Evgenij's Psalter, 211 


Fentile Crescent, 8 

Filin, Fedot P., 6,7 

Finnish tribes, 54 

First Germanic sound shift. See 
Grimm’s Law 

First Novgorod Chronicle, 231, 232 

Flanders, 45 

florilegia, 213-14 

Fiorja, Boris N. 176 

Fomosvs, 33, 33n 

Fortunatov, Filipp F., 96, 176, 245, 
247 

Fount of Knowledge, 199, 225 

fourfold Gospels, 209 

Fraenkel, Emst, 70 

France, 4, 51, 237, 238 

Francia, 19, 51 

Franks, 4, 10-11, 14-15, 19, 21-22, 
23n, 25, 32, 38, 42-43, 45-48, 72, 
207 

Fredegar, 21-22 

Freising, 14n 25, 208 

Freising Fragments, 23, 72, 138, 
174-75, 189, 193, 208, 243, 248, 
300-302 

Frisians, 47 

Friuli, 22-23 

Friulian March, 22-23 

fronting of back vowels, 82, 86, 91, 
123, 128. See also vowel place- 
ment 

Fudi¢, Branko, 271, 273 

future. See tense 


Gaj, Ljudevit, 72 

Galicia, 210, 243 

Gallo-Roman tribes, 4 

Garde, Paul, 96 

Gathering of Fifty Articles, 232 

Gauderich (bishop of Velletri), 
26-28, 33, 197 

Gaul, 4, 10, 14, 21 

gender, 104-5, 151 


genitive, 70, 104, 145, 153; in Balto- 
Slavic, 70 

Gennady, 20In 

Gennady's Bible, 201n 

genus, 138, 15] 

George of Pisidia, 18n 

George Syncellus, 229 

George the Monk, 229, 231 

Georgiev, Emil, 174n, 176, 199n 

Gerasimov, Dmitry, 201n 

Germania, 3 

Germanic language family, 7-8, 61, 
67-68, 76, 104, 108, 141, 159-60, 
161-62, 172, 174 

Germanic tribes, 1, 3-8, 13, 21 

Germanus, 198 

Germany, 4, 15, 19, 28, 38, 45-47, 
51, 57n, 69-70, 71, 73 

Gesta Hammaburgensis ecclesiae 
pontificum, 47 

Gieysztor, Aleksander, 49 

Gil'ferding, Aleksands F., 4n, 243n, 
250 

Glagolita Clozianus, 178, 189, 197, 
212, 243, 248, 252 

glagolitic alphabet, 165-72, 177-84 

Glinians, 47 

Gloria in excelsis, 35, 40n, 41 

glosses, 237-38 

gloitalization, 75-76 

Gnezdovo, 57n, 236 

Gnezdovo inscription, 176n, 236 

Gniezno, 239 

Gniezno Sermons, 213, 238 

Godiowski, Kazimierz, 2, 2n, 7 

Golab, Zbigniew, 2, 2n, 7n 

Golensites, 51 

Gopleans (Glopeani), 51 

Goplto (lake), 51 

Gorazd (Cacatius), 23, 39, 41 

Gorskij, Aleksandr V., 250 

Gospel of Cividale, 24-25, 238 

Gothic, 161 

Goths, 3, 9, 13, 54, 159 

Gotland (island), 57, 59n, 233 

Great vowel shift in English, 64 

Greece, |, 16, 18, 54, 71, 228, 235, 
241 

Greek, 67 

Greeks, 6, 54, 58, 166 

Gregoire, Henri, 176, 221 

Gregorian glosses, 238 

Gregory of Nazianzus, 211, 214, 225 

Gregory of Nyssa, 211, 225, 214 

Gregory of Tours, 10, 46 

Gregory the Great, 13, 18n, 202, 
215, 219, 224, 238 

Grigorovit, Viktor I., 204, 206, 208, 
209, 213, 249, 250 

Grimm, Jacob, 65, 242 

Grimm's Law, 64-65, 245, 246 

Grimoald (of Benevento), 22 

Grivec, Fran, 251 

Gulf of Finland, 57 


Hadrian II (pope), 26n, 28, 33-35, 
40, 41, 234 

hagiography, 214-16 

Halle, Mortis, 64n 

Halyé, 210 

Halyé Gospel, 210 

Hamburg, 47 

Hamm, Josip, 271 

hard and soft consonants. See 
palatatized-nonpalatalized 

Havel (river), 47 

Havelians, 47 

Havlik, A., 97 

Havrének, Bohuslav, 247 

Heavens (of John the Exarch), 199, 
225 

Helmold, 47, 48-50 

Helmoldi presbyteri chronica Slavo- 
rum, 47,239 

Henry of Livonia, 5 

Heraclias, \8n 

Heraclius, 7, 10, 15n, 17-19, 21 

Hercegovina, 19 

Herder, Gottfried, 242 

Hermanrich (bishop of Passau), 28, 
36, 37 

Herodotus, 2, 3 

Heruls, 13 

Hessen, 45, 

heteroclitic stems, 107 

Hexaemeron of John the Exarch, 
199, 225-26 

hexaemerons, 225-28 

Hilandar Folios, 190, 212 

Hilandar parimeinik, 206, 249 

Hilarion (metropolitan of Kiev), 211, 
213 

Historia arcana, 15 

Historiae of Theophylact Simocatia, 
17-18 

Historia Langobardorum, 22 

historical comparative method, 61 

Historical Compendium, 229 

Historical Survey, 229 

historiography, 228 

History Concerning the Pagans, 44 

History of the Animals, 199 

History of the Saxons, 48 

Hittite, 8, 66, 78 

Holy Cross Sermons, 213 

Homiliary Gospel, 198-99, 211-13, 
219, 231 

homiletic texts, 211-13 

Homilies of Gregory of Natianzus, 
213 

Homily on the Apostle or Martyr, 


Hordlek, Kase!, 303 

Hotimir (of Carantania), 23-24 
Hruns’kyj, Mykola K., 247 
Hum (town), 235, 273, 277 
Hum graffito, 235, 272-73 
Humboldt, Wilhelm von, 242 
Hungary, 6, 25, 46, 52, 73 





Hunnic language family, 6 

Huns, 6, 7n, 9, 10- 11, 14, 19, 54 
Hus, Jan, 72, 243n 

hymnography, 216-21 

Hypatian Codex, 49, 232 


iy, 86-88, 89, 125 

Ibn Fadlin, 56n, 59-60 

Ibn Hurdadbeh, 56 

Ibn Ja‘qiib, Ibrahim, 45-46, 52-53, 
60n 

Ibn Rustah (Rosteh), 59, 59n 

Igor (Rurik’s son), 57, 58, 223 

fgor Tale, 221, 221n, 230, 235n 

Ilit-Svityé, Vladislav M., 96 

liliricum 15, 19, 21, 34, 36, 41 

Illyrian tribes, 3, 6, 67 

men (lake), 53, 55-56 

imperative. See mood 

imperfect. See tense 

imperfective. See aspect 

impersonal constructions, 151 

inanimate, See subgender 

India, 4, 24 

Indian Ocean, 8, 65, 

Indian Sea, 4 

Indic language family, 66 

Indo-European tanguage family, 1, 2, 
4n, 5-6, 8, 65-69 

Indo-Iranian, 66, 75, 78, 80 

Indo-European tribes, 8-9 

Indos, 4 

Industriae tuae, 28, 39, 40n, 44n 

infinitive, 106, 145 

infixation, 104, 130 

inflection, 103-4, 124, 126, 128, 129 

Ingetheim (on the Rhine) 58 

Innocent H (pope), 239 

Innsbruck, 212 

dastruction of Vladimir Monomakh, 
216, 226n, 234 

instrumental, 154; in Balto-Slavic, 
70 

intervocalic j, loss of, 100, 101, 143, 
144 

intrasyllabic harmony, 82, 88 

Iranian language family, 66, 76, 79, 
[59 

Iranians, 7,9 

Irene (Byzantine empress), 14 

Irish tribes, 13 

Isidor (aschbishop of Seville), 18 

Islam, 54 

isoglosses, 80, 89; Slavic, 162-64, 
188n 

Isracl, 27, 71 

al-Istarkhi, $7 

Istorikii, 231 

Istria, 18n 22, 52, 273 

Istrin, Vasilij M., 176, 251 

ftalian Legend, 26-27, 33 

Italic language family, 3, 66, 67 

Italy, 9n, 14, 18n, 22, 23, 36, 51, 52, 
228 


Ivan of Rila, 216 

Izbornik of 1073, 43, 202, 213, 219, 
229, 249 

fzbornik of 1076, 214 

Izborsk, 56-57 


Jagi¢, Vatroslav, 166, 180n, 209.-10, 
244, 250 

Jakobson, Roman, 64n, 93n, 97, 97n, 
176, 219, 220, 247 

Jakov Svetoslav (Bulgarian despot), 
233 

Jaroslav the Wise, 177, 231, 233, 239 

Jarosiav's Euchologium, 219 

jat. See é 

Jena, 245 

Jeremiah (Tale of the Tree), 202 

Jerome, Saint, 166n 

jers, 71, 93-94, 97-98, 100-101, 
113, 118, 148n, 163, 167, 172, 
190-91, 204, 265, 267, 271, 275, 
234-35 

Jerusalem, 56, 204, 223n, 249 

Jewish War, 228, 230 

John VII (pope), 28, 36-40, 41, 44n 

John Alexander (of Bulgaria), 227, 
229 

John Asen II (of Bulgaria), 234 

John Chrysostom, 43, 189n, 202, 
207, 211-12, 214, 237, 287 

John Malaias, 228 

John Moschus, 214, 224 

John of Damascus, 199, 212, 214, 
225, 227 

John of Ephesus, 16 

John Scholasticus, 232 

John the Exarch, 28, 43, 197, 199, 
211, 213, 225, 227, 249 

John Tzimiskes, 233 

John Vladislav (tsar of Bulgaria), 
236 

John Zonaras, 229, 233 

Jones, Sir William, 242 

Jordan (bishop), 53 

Jordan (river), 56 

Jordanes, 3, 4, 6,9, 15 

Josephus Flavius, 228, 230 

Justinian | (Byzantine emperor), 15, 
15n, 228, 232 


Kalajdovig, Konstantin F., 249 
Kalisz, 2, 5 

Kama (river), 20n 

Kanaon (place), 26 

Kantor, Marvin, 26 

Kapustin, Andrej, 210,223 
Kara, Joseph, 238 = 
Karad3i¢, Vuk, 72, 243n 
Karamzin, Nikolaj, 74 
Kamburg, 24n 

Karskij, Evfimij F., 204, 251 
Kashubian, 68, 70, 73 
Kattegat, 4 ° 
Katunica, 234 
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Kazan’, 209, 213, 249 

Kazanlak, 206 

Kerch Straits, 236 

Kharkov, 249 

Khazaria, 30, 31 

Khazars, 7, 27, 28-30, 54, 56-57, 
59, 159, 176 

Kherson, 30, 176 

Kherson Legend, 26-27, 33, 197, 
251 

Khrabr (monk), 28, 43, 173-74, 177, 
196, 227, 229 

Khutyn, 234 

Kiel, 47 

Kiev, 30n, 53, 55, 57, 60n, 176, 
206-7, 223-24, 231, 236-38, 291 

Kievan Slavs, 29 

Kiev Missal (Kiev Fragments, Kiev 
Folios), 178, 183-84, 187, 189, 
190, 192, 193, 203, 207-8, 223, 
260-62 

Kiparsky, Valentin, 176n 

Kleparz (near Cracow), 166 

Kocel (of Pannonia), 25, 28, 34, 35, 
41, 234 

koiné, 67 

Kollar, Jan, 243n 

Konopas, 55 

Kopitar, Bartolomej, 243-44, 244n, 
248 

Kortlandt, Frederik, 96 

Kosovo-Metohija (Yugoslavia), 67 

Kosti¢, Dragutin, 217n, 218 

Kostroma, 232 

Kotrigurs, 20 

Kouphis (river), 20 

Koxno Gospel, 185 

Koduxarov, Stefan, 203 

Krivichians, 53, 57 

KriZani¢, Juraj, 242n 

Krk (island), 209, 271, 235 

Krobatos (Bulgar khan), 20 

K1d6r's (Founder) Inscription, 189 

Kul’bakin, Stepan M. 176, 247 

Kurylowicz, Jerzy, 70, 78, 96, 97, 
100, 162, 247 

Kurz, Josef, 209 

Kutmitéevica, 42 


labjalization, 88, 98 

Ladder of Divine Ascent, 223 
Ladoga (lake), 53, 55, 56 
Lamanskij, Vladimir I., 245 
laryngeals, 66, 75, 76, 77-78 
Latinus, 24 

Latvia, 5, 57n 

Laurentian Codex, 232, 234. 
Lavrentii, 227, 232 

Lavrov, Petr A., 176, 223, 250, 251, 
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law of open syllables, 82, 86-87, 
93-94, 97, 132, 190 

law of Saussure/Fortunatov, 96, 
247 
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Lazarev Monastery Festal Triodion, 
208 


Lechites, Sin 
Lechitic languages, 73, 90, 92-93, 
99 


Lechitic Slavs, 239 

legal texts, 232-33 

Lehr-Splawisiski, Tadeusz, 2n, 96, 
176, 247-48, 252 

Leibniz, Gottfried von, 242 

Leipzig, 245 

Lendites, 5! 

Leo IH (emperor), 14, 232 

Leo VI (emperor), 233 

Leo the Mathematician, 29 

Leonid (archimandrite), 177n 

Leskien, August, 166, 245, 247 

Lé&topisecs ellinsskyi i rimpskyi, 230 

lexical borrowing. See loan words 

lexicon, 61, 70, 97, 155-64 

Libumia (in Carantania), 24 

Life of the Archpriest Avvakum, 216 

Life of Theodosius, 22An 

linguistic reconstruction, 63-66, 75 

linguistic unity: Balto-Slavic, 80-81; 
PIE 69, 70, 79; Proto-Slavic, 89; 
Slavic 70 

List of Proto-Bulgarian Khans, 230 

Lithuania, 74, 166 

Lithuanians, 3 

Litoméfice (in Bohemia), 175, 239 

LitoméFice Charter, 175 

LiubuSans, 48 

Liudprand of Cremona, 43, 58 

Liupram (archbishop), 36 

Livonia, 5 

Lixatev, Dmitrij S., 192, 231 

Ljapunov, Boris M., 248 

Ljubljana, 212 

loan words, 61, 66-67, 70, 81-82, 
87, 92, 108, 110, 113, 159-61, 
194-95 

Lobkov's Prologue, 212 

locative 145, 154 

Lombards, 13, 22, 23 

Lomonosov, Mixail V., 74, 243n, 
245n 

London, 242 

Lof, Jan, 248 

Louis XVI, 205 

Louis the German, 36, 41, 45 

Louis the Pious, 58 

Louis the Younger, 45 

Lovat’ (river), 53-55 

Lowmiariski, Henryk, 2, 49, 53n, 57n 

Libeck, 47, 233 

Ludmila (of Bohemia), 44n , 239, 
251 

Ludolf, Heinrich Wilhelm, 243n 

Luka Belogorodskij, 237 

Luka Zidjata, 213 

L&neburg (Heath), 73 

Lunt, Horace G., 71,91, 174n, 1800 

Lusatia, 2, 22, 25, 47, 73 


Lyubech (on the Dnieper), 55 


Macedonia, 16, 20n, 42, 71, 178, 
184, 187-188, 198, 206, 211, 222, 
250 

Macedonian, 68, 71 

Macedonian Folio, 190, 195, 197, 
227, 250 

Madathohus, 24 

Magdeburg, 52 

Magyars, 7n, 25, 43, 46, 54, 69 

Maléren (lake), 59n 

Mariczak, Witold, 2n 

Mare3, FrantiSck, 172, 237 

Maurice (Byzantine emperor), 16-17 

Maxentius, 24 

Mazon, Andsé, 221 

Mecklenburg, 47 

Mediterranean Sea, 4, 5, 52, 54 

Megiser, Hieronymus, 72 

Meillet, Antoine, 4n, 70, 245, 246 

Mélissa, 214 

Melnik (city), 234 

Menges, Karl, 7, 9n 

merger of 6, 4, 81-82, 94 

Merovingians, 14, 46 

Merseburg, 47, 50 

Mesembria, 55 

Mesopotamia, 16 

Mesrop, Saint (of Armenia), 166 

metathesis, 86, 87, 94 

Methodius, 20n, 21, 26-43, 45, 53, 
71-72, 167, 173n, 178, 183, 
186-88, 194, 196-98, 201, 207-8, 
212, 217, 219, 227, 232, 243, 
251-52 

Meyveert, Pau}, 26 

Michael III (emperor), 26n, 29, 31, 
35, 42n, 173, 234 

Mieszko (duke of Poland), 51~53, 
239 

Mihanovié, Antun, 209, 250 

Mikkola, Josef, 246 

Miklosich, Franz, 209, 212, 244, 248 

Miletit, Ljubomir G., 247 

Miller, Vsevolod, 176n 

Minteva, Angelina 227 

Minsk, 251 

Mirtev, Kiril, 188 

Miroslav's Evangeliary, 206, 295-97 

miscellanies, 214 

Modestus, 24 

Moesia, 13 

Mojmir I (duke of Moravia), 25 

Moldavia, 227 

Moldovans, 165n 

Moller, Hermann, 78n 

monastic rules, 223 

meonophthongization of diphthongs, 
79, 82-83, 86-88, 91-93, 101, 

124, 128, 132, 145 
Montenegro, 71, 244n 
mood, 105, 144 
Morava (river), 7, 25 


Moravia, 7, 13-14, 21-22, 24, 
25-26, 27, 28, 29, 30-36, 38, 39, 
40, 42, 43, 44, 44n, 45, 51, 52, 53, 
69, 71-72, 162, 166, 172, 178, 
179, 180, 184, 186-87, 193, 
207-8, 224, 232, 234, 243 

Moravian Legend, 27 

Moravians, 7, 30-36, 44, 187 

Morov, Avraam S., 249 

morphemic boundaries, shift of, 83, 
85 


morphological analogy, 89, 91, 101, 
125, 139, 140 

Mosaburg, 32 

Moscow, 27, 204-206, 208-210, 220 

Moscow Codex, 229 

Mostid's inscription, 189, 235, 
278~79 

Moszyriski, Leszek, 7, 49-50, 209 

Mstislav (great prince of Kiev), 185, 
205, 234 

Mstislav Davydovit (of Smolensk), 
233 

Mstistav's Evangeliary, 205 

al-Muktadir (caliph of Bagdad), 59 

Munich Abecedarium, \72, 179, 237 

Murko, Matija, 251 

Mursianus (lake), 9 

Muscovy, 74, 176 


Nahtigal, Rajko, 246 

Napoleon, 221 

nasal vowels, 51n, 92-93, 99, 125, 
167, 171, 190-91, 235, 239, 243n, 
271, 275 

Naum, 27, 42, 43, 188, 196, 198, 
237, 227, 251 

Near East, 54-56, 66-67, 228 

Neisse (river), 73 

Nekrasov, N. P., 245n 

neoacute, 98-100, 246n 

neogrammarian school, 75, 78 

Nestor, 224n, 231 

Neuri, 2 

Neva (river), 55, 56 

Nevostruev, Kapiton E., 250 

Nicaea (in Asia Minor), 13 

Nicephoms, 18n, 20n, 229 

Nicholas 1] (pope), 33, 41 

Nicholas 1 (tsar of Russia), 245n 

Niederle, Lubor, 3, 4n, 7n 

Nikolova, Svetlina, 224 

Nin, 21 

Nitra, 25, 39, 41 

nominal stems: Balto-Slavic, 70; 
consonania! (athematic), 106, 
107~9, 118, 124; in -d-/-d-, 
112-23; in -&-/-dy-, 161-62; suf- 
fixed, 111-23; uninfected, 111; 
unsuffixed, 106, 110-11, 112; vo- 
calic (thematic), 106, 107, 110-23 

nominative, 153 

Nomocanon (Zakonu pravilo), 232 

Normandy, 44 
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Norsemen, 44, 46, 54-57, 58-60, 
160 

Nozthern Dvina, 206 

Nosthern Europe, 54 

North Sea, 58 

North Slavic, 6, 93, 99, 100, 106n, 
124-125, 128, 163 

northwestern Slavs, 46-50 

Norway, 44 

Novgorod, 53, 55-57, 59n, 177, 179, 
185, 201, 204, 206, 210-11, 
232-34, 237, 299 

Novgorod korméaja, 229, 233 

Novgorod menaea, 208, 237 

Noviodunum (at the mouth of the 
Danube), 9 

number, 104 

numerals, 158 


Obodrites, 4549 

Ochmazstski, Jerzy 5 

Oder (river), 1, 2, 6, 21, 47, 51, 239 

Odessa, 249 

Odyssos, 20 

Oglos (river), 20 

Ohrid, 27, 42, 71, 178, 188, 191, 
198, 204, 206, 211, 222, 249 

Ohrid, Lake, 42, 235 

Ohrid Folios, 178, 189, 204, 249 

Old Church Slavonic, 68-69, 71, 
185-87, 189-93 

Oldenburg, 47, 49 

Oleg (prince of Kiev), 57, 58, 58n, 
183n, 233, 234 

Olympus, Mount (monastery at), 29, 
33 


On the Letters, 28, 173, 196, 227 

On the Orthodox Faith, 199 

Opotans, 51 

Orosius, Pau!, 44 

Ostrogoths, 7, 9n, 13 

Ostromir (of Novgorod), 204 

Ostromir's Evangeliary, 179n, 
184-85, 189, 196, 204—S, 243, 
248, 290-92 

Oito I (Westem emperor), 43 

Ottoman Empire, 245n 


palatal-nonpalatal, 82, 86 

palatalized-nonpalatalized, 94, 103, 
18 

palatalization of consonants, 82, 172 

palatalization of velars: chronology, 
90-91; first, 83, 103; second, 85, 
89-90, 103, 145, 162, 245n; 
third/progiessive, 85, 87, 89-90, 
103, 113, 115, 162, 190 

Palestine, 11, 216, 223, 223n, 251 

palimpsests, 185 

Pandects of Antioch, 214, 219 

Pandects of Nikon, 219 

Pagini, 66, 241 

Pannonia, 6, 10-11, 14, 19, 23, 
25-26, 28, 32, 34-36, 38-41, 


71-72, 162, 178, 184, 186, 208, 
234 


Pannonian Legends, 26 

Papat Bull of 1136, 239 

Paraenesis (of Ephraim the Syrian), 
213 

parimeiniki, 206 

Paris, 175, 237 

Paris (Bulgarian) Abecedarium, 172, 
179, 237 

Parkoszowic, Jakub, 243n 

participles, 70, 104-105, 118, 122, 
145-49 

Paschal Chronicle, 18 

Passau, 14n, 25, 28, 34, 186, 208 

Pastmek, Frantisek, 248 

pateriks, 223-24 

Patras (on the Peloponnesus), 18 

Patrick, Saint (of Ireland), 13 

Paul, Hermann, 245 

Paul Khartophylaks' Inscription, 189 

Paul of Ancona, 28, 36-38 

Paul the Deacon, 22 ' 

Paulinus Il (patriarch of Aquileia), 24 

Pavskij, G. P., 245n 

Péela, 214 

Pechenegs, 54, 55, 159 

Peene (river), 47 

Peloponnesus, 18, 21 

Pepin (son of Charlemagne), 10, 23 

Pepin the Short, 14, 21n 

Peretc, Vladimir N., 251 

perfective-imperfective. See aspect 

Persia, 20 

Persian Gulf, 8 

Persians, 16, 18 

person, 139-40 

personal endings, 137-38 

Peter (tsar of Bulgaria), 43, 235, 279 

Peter the Great, 20S 

Petkanova, Donka, 303 

Philippe I (king of France), 239 

phonemes, 61n, 64, 75n, 77, 102-3; 
in Early Proto-Slavic, 72; in PIE, 
65, 75-78; Proto-Slavic conso- 
nants, 85-86 

phonemic pitch, 70, 78, 79, 88-89, 
94, 95 96-97, 98, 100, 144 

phonetic comparison: English- 
German, 62; English-Latin-Greek, 
65 

phonetic laws, 62-65, 124 

Photius (patriarch of Constantino- 
ple), 29, 31, 33, 60n, 232 

Piast dynasty, 52 

Picchio, Ricardo, 72n . . 

pleophony, See polnogilasie 

Pliny the Elder, 3, 4 


Pliska, 42,198 . 

Plomin, 235 : 
Plomin inscription, 235 

Plovdiv, 206 

Plutarch, 214 ; 


Pogodin, Mixail, 4n, 211, 249 
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Pogodin's Psalter, 211 

Polabian, 68, 73-74 

Polabian Slavs, 47, 49 

Poland, 1, 13n, 25, 44, 47, $0-54, 
70, 73, 74, 162, 166, 193, 212, 252 

Polans, 51, $1n, 52 

Polians, 53 

Polish, 73 

Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, 
74 

polnoglasie, 94-95, 96, 98 

Polovisi, 221 

Polycarp, 224, 234 

Pomerania, 14, 52 

Pomeranian Slavs, 17 

Pomponius Mela, 4 

Popov, Georgij, 198n, 203 

Popowska-Taborska, Hanna, 2n 

Poppe, Andrzej, 177n 

Poprudenko, Mixail G., 228 

Porto (Ostia), 33n 

Poudenie of Luka Zidjata, 213 

Prague, 46, 72, 166, 205, 221, 238, 
243, 247 

Prague Fragments, 178,221, 242n, 
244 


Praveda rustskaja, 233, 235 

PraZans, 51 

Predicationis tuae, 38, 40n 

Preface to the Gospel, 28, 198, 199n, 
218, 219 

prefixes, 104, 124; verbal, 134-35 

Prejs, Petr I., 249 

Pfemysl (duke of Bohemia), 43, 5! 

Preobrazenskij, A. G., 248 

prepositions 134, 153-54, 159 

Presbyteri Diocteatis regnum Scla- 
vorum, 28n 

Preslav, 42, 42n, 179, 188, 222, 
226n, 232, 235 

Presiav Abecedarium, 179, 235 

Prespa (lake), 281 

Pribina (duke of Pannonia), 25, 32 

Primary Chronicle, 6,7, 10, 11, 28, 
29n, 30n, 49, 53-58, 183n, 215, 
216, 231-34. See also Hypatian 
Codex, Laurentian Codex 

Pripet (river), 7n, 5] 

Priscus of Pania, 6 

Prigtina-Kosovo, 71 

Pritsak, Omeljan, 56, 57n 

Procopius, 15-16, 49, 205 

productivity, 106, 161 

pronouns, 126-28, 157 

prothetic vowel, semivowe!, 98, 131 

Proto-Germanic, 61-65 

Proto-Indo-European, 65, 66, 69, 70, 
105, 108, 109, 155; phonemic sys- 
tem, 75-80 

proto-language, 61-63, 65 

Proto-Romance, 64, 65 

Proio-Slavic, 4, 4n, 6, 7, Sn, 64n; 
periodization of, 69-70; phonemic 
system, 78, 82, 85-86 
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Prussians, 52 

Psalterium Sinaiticum, 172, 179, 
189, 207, 222, 223, 242n 

Pskov, 185, 204, 234, 299 

Prolemy, 2, 3, 4,5 

Pushkin, Alexander S., 74 

Putjata’s Menaeum, 208 

Pyrenees, 14 


Q. Metellus Celer, 4 

Quarner (bay and archipelago), 165, 
179, 235 

Quia te zelo, 39, 40n 


Radoald, 22 

Radogo& (Riedegost), 48, 50, 50n 

Ragusa, See Dubrovnik 

Ranians, 49 

Rask, Rasmus Kristian, 65, 242 

Ratzeburg, 47 

Redars, 47, 48 

Regensburg, 14n, 25, 186, 208 

Reginbertus, 24 

Reims, 205 

Reims Evangeliary, 205 

retrofiexion of s, 80-81, 92 

Rhine (river), 14, 46, 58 

Rhineland, 237 

Riga, 233, 234 

Rihpald, 36 

Rila, 249 

Rila Folios, 189, 213, 249 

Risdla (of Ion Fadian), 59, 
60n 

rising sonority, 82, 83 

Rjazanskaja korméaja, 233 

Roman Paterik, 224 

Romance language femily, 64, 67 

Romani, 19, 19n 

Romania, 71 

Romanians, 165n 

Romans, 5, 6, 14, 19n 

Romanus Lecapenus (emperor), 233 

Rome, 1-3, 13-15, 19n, 26, 28-29, 
33-41, 44-45, 52-53, 55, 67, 
69, 165, 183, 193, 197, 228, 
230, 241 

Rostafisiski, Jézef, t, 7 

Rostislav (of Moravia), 25, 26, 26n, 
28, 30, 31, 32, 35, 36, 40, 45, $1, 
52, 234? 

Royal Frankish Annals, 46, 46n 

Rozoy, Vladimir, 210, 223 

Rozwadowski, Jan, 7, 96, 246 

Rigen (island), 50 

Rumijancev, Nikolaj P., 248 

Rurik (Varangian leader), 57 

Rus’, 30n, 40, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 
57, 60, 71, 160, 162, 165, 176, 
179, 183n, 184, 193, 211, 214, 
222, 223, 226n, 228-33, 237, 299 

Russia, 19, 60, 74, 185, 186, 207, 
208, 242n, 249 

Russian, 68, 74 


Saale (river), 46, 47, 52 

Sabas of Cappadocia, 223n 

Safattk, Pavel Josef, 4, 5, 176, 179, 
244 

Salomon (abbot), 238 

Salona, 18 

Salzburg, 14n, 23, 24, 25, 28, 34, 35, 
35n, 38, 72, 186, 208 

Samander (on the Caspian Sea), 30 

Samara, 251 

Samo, 21-22, 72 

Samuel (tsar of Western Bulgaria), 
235, 281 

Samuel's Inscription, 183, 189, 235, 
236, 280-81 

Saqaliba/Saqlabiya, 56 

Saracens, 27, 30 

Sarmatians, 3, 7, 52, 53, 66 

satem languages, 77n, 80, 80n 

Saussure, Ferdinand de, 66, 78, 96, 
245-47 

Sava (river), 34 

Sava (Sabbas), 216 

Sava, Saint (archbishop of Serbia), 
233 

Sava's Book, 179, 189, 204, 251, 
282-84 

Saxmatov, Aleksej A. 176, 231, 251 

Saxo (annalist), 48 

Saxons, 10, 44, 45, 45n 46, 47 

Saxony, 46-47, 48, 52, 73 

Sazava, 43, 72 

Scandinavia, 22 

Scandinavian, 160 

Séepkin, Vjateslav N., 251 

Schleicher, August, 70, 244 

schwa, 75, 78 

Sclaveni, 9, 15, 17, 18, 20 

Scotland, 13 

Scylitzes, John (Byzantine chroni- 
cler), 281 

Scythians, 2n, 6n, 7, 54, 66, 159 

Selentia, 52, 52n 

Seligtev, Afanasij M., 246, 248 

semivowels, 77, 78n, 82, 83, 86, 88, 
101-2 

Senj (island) 209 

Senn, Alfred, 70 

Serbia, 19, 71, 162, 191, 222, 228, 
229, 233, 236, 244, 245n, 250 

Serbian, 68, 71-72 

Serbian Legend, 26 

Serbs, 19, 21, 21n, 72 

Sermon on Law and Grace, 213 

Seville, 18 

Shevelov, George Y., 2471 

Sigibert I (of Austrasia), 10 

Signature of Anna (daughter of 
Yaroslav the Wise), 239 

Silesia, 25, 51 

Silesians, 51 

Silistria, 235 

Simon (bishop of Vladimir-Suzdal), 
224, 234 


Sinai, Mount, 207, 208, 210, 222, 
223, 227, 249, 251 

Sinai Palimpsest, 202,214 

Sinai Paterik, 224 

Sineus (brother of Rurik), 57 

Siponto, 23 

Sirmium, 34, 38, 41 

Sitkov, Aleksandr S., 245n 

Skagerrak, 4 

Slavic language family, 39, 40n, 66, 
67, 76, 80; classification of 68-69; 
isoglosses, 162-64; survey of, 
70-74; Bulgarian-Macedonian 
branch, 85; Czech-Slovak branch, 
84, 93, 101; South/East branch, 
89, 90 

Slavonians, 16 

Slepte, 206 

Slepée Apostol, 185, 206 

Slovak, 68, 72-73 

Slovakia 25, 72-73, 243 

Slovenes. 23 

Sloveni, 57 

Slovenia, 72, 243 

Slovenian, 68, 72 

Sliovians, 53, 57 

Stuck Psalter, 190, 207 

Smolensk, 53, 57n, 185, 234 

Smotryc’kyj, Meletij, 243n 

Sobolevskij, Aleksej I., 248, 250 

Sofia, 185, 204, 210, 228, 236 

Sofijskij Prologue, 212 

sonants, 70, 77, 77n, 79, 80, 86, 92, 
94, 130 

Sorbs, 19, 22, 44, 45, 45n, 46n, 47 

Sorbian, 68, 70, 73 

sound change, 64-65 

South Slavic, 26, 59, 84, 90, 93, 
99, 101, 102, 103, 106n, 124-24, 
163 

South Slavs, 9 

Spain, 46 

Sparwenfelt, Joannes, 243n 

Speranskij, Mixail N., 251 

Spinning Wheel inscription, \89 

spirantization, 80, 81 

Spiritual Meadow, 224 

Split, 18, 21 

Sreznevskij, Izmail I., 204, 245n, 
249 

St. Catherine's Monastery. See Sinai, 
Mount 

St. Florian Psalter, 207 

St. Petersburg, 204, 206-10 

St. Sophia Abecedarium, 176 

Stantev, Krasimir, 198n, 210 

Stang, Christian, 70, 96 

Stanislav, Jan, 239 

Stankiewicz, Edward, 96 

Staraja Ladoga (Aldeigjuborg), 57n 

Staré Mésto, 38n 

stative suffix, 144 

Stefan Nemanja, 216 

Stefan Nemanjié, 216 





Stephen (son of Romanus 
Lecapenus), 233 

Stephen I (king of Hungary), 239 

Stephen II (pope), 39n 

Stephen V/VI (pope), 28, 39, 40n, 41 

Sterzh (lake), 236 

Sterzh cross inscription, 236 

Stieber, Zdzislaw, 247n 

Stodorans, 48 

Storiola, 197 

Strategikon (of Emperor Maurice), 
16-17 

stress, 79, 96-98, 145 

Styria, 22 

subaspect, 134, 135, 137 

subgender, 105 

substantives 155-57 

Sudeten, 19 

Suevi, 13 

suffixes, 104, 124, 128, 140, 141, 
142, 143 

Sunday Gospel, 31 

supine, 145 

Suprasl, 212 

Suxanov, Arsenij, 227, 230 

Svatopluk (of Moravia), 25, 28, 35, 
38, 39, 40, 42, 45 

Svjatosiav (prince of Kiev), 196, 
214, 219, 233 

Swabia, 28, 36 

Swamagel, 36 

Sweden, 57, 57n, 59n 

Swedish, 57 

syllabic structure, 82, 102-3 

Symcon (of Bulgaria), 43, 71, 188, 
196, 198, 199, 214, 219, 220n, 
228, 232, 235, 279 

Symeon the Logothete, 229n 

syntax 70, 149-53, 154-55 

Syria, 210, 214 

Syrku, Potixronij A., 250 

Szeftel, Marc, 221 


Tabula Peutingeriana, 3 

Tacitus, 3 

Tate of Bygone Years. See Primary 
Chronicle 

Tale of the Tree for the Cross, 202 

Tarasius, 229 

Tamanidis, loannis, 223, 227 

Tamovo, 227, 229, 250 

Tarnovo Gospel, 250 

Tantars, 166 

Taylor, Isaac, 166 

Temni¢, 236 

Temnic¢ Inscription, 189, 236 

tense, 105-106, 106n; present (non- 
past), 138-40; imperfect, 140, 
143-44. See also aorist 

Teodorov-Balan, Aleksandar S., 251 

Theiss. See Tisza 

thematic verbs, 130, 130-34, 137, 

thematic vowels, in PIE, [24 

Theoctistus the Logothete, 29 


Theodore (hegumen), 223 
Theodoret (of Cyrthus), 210, 211, 


225 

Theology (of John the Exarch), 28, 
225 * 

Theophanes the Confessor, 19-21 

Theophilus, 58 

Theophylact of Ohrid, 27, 41, 42, 
198, 215n 

Theophylact Simocatta, 17-18 

Theophylact's Gospel, 211 

Thessalonica, 16, 18, 19, 28-29, 31, 
43, 71, 173, 186, 187, 209, 217 

Thessatlonican Legend, 27 

Thessaly, 21 

Thietmar, 47, 48-50, $3, 239 

Thietmari Merseburgensis episcopi 
chronicon, 47 

Thrace, 16, 17, 20, 20n, 52, 228n 

Thracians, 6, 67 

Thuringia, 21, 22 

Thuringians, 45 

Tisza (river), 25 

Tkadltik, V., 172 

Tmutorokan’ inscription, 236 

Tocharian 8, 66 

Toledans, 47, 48 

Topoliriska, Zuzanna 73 

Tortosa (in Spain), 45 

transformationa!-generative model, 
6In 

Traube, Ludwig, 181n 

Trautmann, Reinhold, 70, 248 

Trent, 212 

Trogir, 18 

Troicko-Sergeevskij sbornik, 214 

Trpimir, 25 

Trubatev, Oleg N., In, 2n 

Trubar, Primo, 72 

Trubdeckoj (Trubetzkoy), N. S., 91, 
93, 182n, 247, 248 

Truvor (brother of Rurik), 57 

Tsar Samuil Inscription. See 
Samuel's Inscription 

Tschizevskij, Dmitry, 176 

Turkestan, 8, 66 

Turkey, 67, 72 

Turkic language family, 159 

Turks, 7n, 19, 174, 205, 230 

Turov, 205 

Turov Evangeliary, 204 

Tver, 236 

typikon. See monastic rules 


u,. 86-88, 93 

Udolph, Jiirgen 7, 7n 

Ugrians, White, 7: 

Ukraine, 2, 7, 60, 73, 74, 165n 
Ukrainian, 68, 74 


Ulfila (bishop of Visigoths in Moe-_ 


sia), 166, 173 
Unbegaun, Boris 176 
Undol'skij's Fragments, \90, 204, 
250 
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Undo!'skij, Vuko! M., 204, 249 
United States, 71, 73, 74 
Uppland, 57 
Upyr, Lixyi, 177, 179 
Urbariczyk, Stanistaw, 49, 50n 
Ursus (patriarch of Aquileia), 24 
Uspenskij, Porfirij, 207, 208, 249 
Uspenskij sbornik, 26, 27, 29, 202. 
213, 214, 215, 220, 251 
Ustave studiiskii, 223 
Ustjug korméaja, 232 


Vaclav, Saint. See Wenceslas 

Vagrians, 47 

Vaillant, André, 70, 96, 212, 227, 
245, 247 

Vajs, Josef, 166, 176, 251 

Valdai Hills, 55 

Valjavec, Matija, 250 

Valun inscription, 235 

Vandals, 13, 14 

Vannes, 3 

Varangians, 54, 56, 57, 68 

Vamia, 20, 55 

Vasica, Josef, 27, 212, 233, 251 

Vatican Codex, 230 

Veder, William R., 224 

velars, 75, 77, 80, 99. See also pala- 
talization of velars 

Vel&éeva, Borjana. See Velcheva 

Velcheva, Boryena, 64n, 91 

Velehrad, 26, 38n 

Veletians (Weletabi, Veletabi, Viltzi, 
Veleti, Ljutici), 45, 46, 48 

Velica, 42, 198 

Velletri (bishopric), 26, 33n 

Vendée, 3 

Veneti (Venedi, Wends), 2, 3-5, 9, 
51n; Baltic, 3, 5; Celtic, 3; 
Italic, 3 

Venetia, 3, 22 

Venetic, 67 

Venice, 2, 32, 33, 38, 41, 52, 198 

Vepse, 57 

verb: athematic, 97, 130, 137, 139; 
compound categories of, 148; 
diathesis of, 105; inflection, 137, 
138, 143; isregular 137; mixed 
stem, 159; reflexive, 105, 138, 
150-51; semi-thematic, semi- 
athematic, 133. See also aspect, 
infinitive, mood, person, sub- 
aspect, supine, tense, voice 

verbal stems 129-34; consonantic 
-ng-, 136, 142, 158; consonantic 
root, 130, 142, 158; in -a-, 158; in 
-a-f-, 101; in -a-j-/-8-j-, 158; in -é-, 
158-159; in -i-, 158; in -ov-a-, 158; 
semivocalic root, 131, 158; sonan- 
tic root 130, 141, 158; vocalic -ng-, 
158 

verbal substantive, 148-49 

Vienna, 209, 238, 243, 244 

Vienna Fragments, 209 
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Vienna glosses, 238 

Vikings. See Norsemen 

Vilfan (Obodrite chieftain), 46n 

Vilnius, 205, 212n, 249 

Vinodot Law Code, 233 

Virgil (bishop of Salzburg), 23, 24 

Visigoths, 13, 14 

Vistula (river), 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 45, 51, 
53 

Vistulans, 51, 53, 252 

Vita Constantini, 26, 29, 30, 31n, 32, 
40, 173, 176, 197, 200, 203, 215, 
251, 252 

Vita Methodii, 24, 25, 28, 29, 31n, 
33n, 40n, 53, 183, 197, 198, 201, 
203, 204, 212, 215, 219, 232, 233, 
251, 252 

Vita of Antonius, 215 

Vita of Naum, 215 

Vita of St. Anthony, 215 

Vitichev (on the Dnieper), 55 

Vitus (Saint), 50 

Vladimir (of Novgorod), 177 

Vladimir (prince of Kiev), 30n 49, 
234 


Viadimir (son of Boris/Michael), 43 

Vladimir Monomakh (prince of 
Kiev), 205, 216, 226n, 234 

vocalization, 79 

vocative, 154 

voice: active in PIE, 137; active/ 
passive in Slavic, 105; middle in 
PIE, 130, 137, 138, 139 

voicing, 75, 103 

Vojvodina, 71 

Volga (river), 20n, 29, 53, 54, 55, 56, 
56n, 57n, 59, 236 

Volhynia, 7n 

Volinians, 48 

Volkhov (river), 53, 55, 56 


Volodimir Davydovié (Vladimir of 
Chemigov), 236 

Vondrék, Vaclav, 176, 246, 247 

Vostokov, Aleksandr X., 243, 248 

vowel contraction, 100, 101, 129 

vowel! gradation. See ablaut 

vowel height, 64, 78, 78n, 81-82, 
124 

vowel length, 66, 78, 88-89, 94, 98, 
99, 100, 124, 125, 140, 141 

vowel] placement (back-front), 
81-82, 83, 86, 88-89, 90, 94, 99, 
172 

vowel system in Slavic, 81-82, 
88-89 

Vrtel-Wierczyiiski, Stefan, 213 

Vsevolod of Novgorod, 234 

Vygoleksinskij sbornik, 214 

Vyshegrad (on the Dnieper), 55 

Vysockij, S. A., 176 


Wagrien, 47 

Wallachia, 227 

Waltunc, 24, 24n 

Warmannus, 24 

Wamavi, 47 

Warsaw, 73, 212 

Watto, 24 

Weingart, Milo&, 248, 252 

Wenceslas (of Bohemia), 44, 217, 
239, 251 

Wenden (town), 5 

Wenden (Winden), 3, 22, 45n 

Werner, Karl, 245 

Wessex, 14n 

West Slavic, 6, 44, 51n, 85, 89, 90, 
92, 101, 103, 121, 128, 139, 142, 
159, 163, 186, 187 

West Slavs, 9, 44, 54, 161, 230 

Western Dvina, 53, 55 


Wesiern Europe, 4, 54, 67 

Western South Slavic, 139, 169 

Whitney, William Dwight, 245 

Wiching, 39, 41 

Widukind of Corbea, 48 

Wijk, Nicolaas van, 70, 224, 246, 
248 


Windau (river), 5 

Windau (town), 5 

Winfred. See Boniface 

Wittenberg Psatter, 207 

Wogastisburg, 22 

Wollin (town), 57n 

word-final consonants, loss of, 82, 
124 

writing practices and materials 
180-85 


XyzZans, 47, 48 


Yaroslavl", 221 

yodization, 82, 84-85, 103, 113, 
135-136 

Yugoslavia, 67, 71 

Yuryev Evangeliary, 205 


Zachariah (priest), 206 

Zachariah's Parimeinik, 216 

Zadar (lader), 18, 21 

Zagreb, 250 

Zakons sedbnyi ljudemb, 232, 251 

Zeno, 15n 

Zilatarski, Vasil N., 251 

zlatostrui, 43, 212 

Zlatostruj Byckova, 212 

Zographos Fragments, 189, 190, 
223, 

Zographos Trefologion, 208 

Zukovskaja, Lidia, 176n 

Zvonimir (of Croatia), 235, 27 














